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CURRENT TOPICS. 


ConSIDERING THE PREVALENCE of public meetings, it 
is not a little remarkable that the powers of the 
chairman should have remained so long undefined. 
So faras we know, there is no authority directly in 
point on the question on which the Birmingham 
stipendiary has this week given his decision, No rule 
a to the authority of the chairman to order the removal 
of disturbers can be deduced from the decision in Lucas 
¥. Mason (23 W. R. 924); for all that was decided 
there was that the chairman had not authorized, and 
Was, therefore, not liable for, the acts of the persons 
Who committed the assault complained of. In Wooding 
¥. Onley (9 OC. & P. 1) the chairman ordered the disturber 
into custody, and he was taken to the police-station, 
and Bosanquet, J., held, at Nisi Prius, that the mere 
fact of annoyance and disturbance by a person present 
at the meeting would not justify this extreme measure. 
There were here both arrest and detention of the offender. 
In the Birmingham case the facts seem to have been 
that the complainant had been making a noise, but had 





not committed any breach of the peace, and he was 
turned out of the hall by the direction of the mayor, 
but without any violence. 

The ground taken by the counsel for the defendants 
in the recent case seems to have been that it is the duty 
of the chairman of a meeting to do all in his power to 
preserve order, and that if persons go to the meeting 
with a preconcerted and organized design to obstruct 
the proceedings, and persistently continue to do so, the 
chairman has a right to have them removed, by force 
if necessary. That is to say the chairman of a meeting 
is the guardian of public order, and, in that capacity, 
has authority to interfere with the liberty of persons 
present at the meeting. This is surely a most extra- 
ordinary and dangerous doctrine. How can it be shown 
that a self-constituted. official, such as the chairman 
(usually the convener) of a meeting—say, for instance, 
Mr. Bradlaugh at Hyde-park or Clerkenwell-green, has 
any more jurisdiction or authority than. any other 
private citizen to interfere with the liberty of 
those present at the meeting? How does he get 
this authority? By the vote of the meeting electing 
him chairman? But how can an assembly grant 
to the chairman an authority which no constituent 
of the assembly has—viz., an authority to assault 
or arrest persons not committing a breach of the 
peace? Or how, when the law has defined the powers 
which private citizens possess in the maintenance of 
public order, can any single private individual be 
invested with augmented powers by an assembly of other 
private citizens like himself? . The contention appears to 
be beset with insuperable difficulties, and we are not 
surprised that the magistrate has rejected it. 

But it does not follow that the action of the 
chairman in the recent case might not have been 
justified on another ground. In the case of a meet- 
ing called by the owner of a private house, and 
held there, would the owner be considered to have 
surrendered his common law right of revoking at 
any moment the licence, by virtue of which alone any 
person attending the meeting could justify his presence, 
and removing him from his freehold in as peaceable a 
manner as possible? If so, for how long and on what 
conditions would this right remain suspended? And if 
it would not be suspended, what distinction exists in this 
respect between the powers of a private owner and those 
of persons who are trustees for public purposes, or who 
by hire have acquired a right to the exclusive possession 
of a building? And if they have this right, why may 
not its exercise be expressly or impliedly delegated by 
them to the chairman of the meeting? It seems that 
these are questions which need to be examined and 
answered; but which, so far as ~ppears, have not yet 
been even asked. 





Durive THE Cyprus DEBATE in the House of Commons 
last Monday there was a lively legal discussion as to 
whether foreigners in Cyprus were still entitled to the 
rights which the so-called capitulations secured to 
foreigners in the Turkish dominions. The Opposition 
lawyers argued that the English Government could not 
by an Order in Council or by any treaty or convention 
with Turkey put an end to a previous contract between 
Turkey and another foreign State. None of them, how- 
ever, appear to have distinctly grappled with the question 
whether the capitulations were intended to remain 
applicable to Cyprus and every other portion of Turkish 
territory (into whoseover hands the same might come), 
or were to apply to the Turkish dominions for the time 
being, and thus have their operation extended or 
diminished according as Turkey acquired more territory or 
lost part of its possessions, There are other classes of 
treaties, ¢.g., treaties of commerce and treaties of navi- 
gation, which are habitually treated as applicable only 
to the dominions from time to time of each contracting 
State. A different construction would lead to extreme 
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inconvenience, as it would involve the maintenance of 
separate customs duties and separate navigation laws 
in any ports or districts which might be acquired by 
cession or exchange from another State which had 
entered into such treaties. When these capitulations 
were originally entered into, Turkey was a conquer- 
ing Power, and therefore all parties would naturally 
intend that they should apply to the Turkish do- 
minions for the time being so as to include future 
conquests, and in fact the treaties entered into by Turkey 
with France, England, and Holland, and other Powers, 
as given in Miltitz’s ‘Manuel des Consuls,” use such 
phrases as “mon émpire,” “nos pays,’ which lend 
themselves more natarally to this construction than to 
the other. If this be the true construction of the capi- 
tulations, it is manifest that an absolute cession of Cyprus 
by Turkey to Great Britain would have put an end to 
capitulations, so far as they related to Cyprus, just as 
similar cessions have practically put an end to them as 
regards Greece and the Crimea; and the only question 
remaining open is whether the original convention au- 
thorizing the Queen to occupy and administer Cyprus, 
and the further convention, entered into last August, 
and authorizing the Queen to make laws for the govern- 
ment of the island in her Majesty’s name, and to regulate 
its commerce and consular affairs free from the Sultan’s 
control, have or have not the same effect on the capitu- 
lations as an absolute cession would have had. As to 
this, the Attorney-General and Sir Stafford Northcote 
argued with much force that the reason for the capitula- 
tions had ceased as soon as the administration of Cyprus 
was handed over to an independent, civilized, and 
Christian State. It would seem that no foreign State 
has yet put forward any claim as to the capitulations 
continuing in force in Cyprus. 





Tue new Buus or Sate Acr will probably attain 
the distinction of being the worst drawn Act of 
the present Parliament. Fresh difficulties are con- 
stantly arising upon it, and this week a correspond- 
ent raises the question whether fixed brewing-plant 
in a brewery is “trade machinery” within the Act. 
Section 5 provides that “ ‘trade machinery’ means 
the machinery used in, or attached to, any factory 
or workshop.” Are vats machinery? The section 
does not contain the very obvious word “plant,” 
but we apprehend that when it excepts pipes for steam, 
water, or gas, from ‘‘ the machinery used in, or attached 
to, any factory or workshop,” it must be taken to imply 
that without such exception all fixtures (although not 
coming within the ordinary meaning of ‘‘ machinery ”) 
which may be necessary for the purposes of a business 
will be included in the term “ machinery,” in spite of 
the doubt which is raised by the language of the next 
paragraph: ‘“‘ The machinery or effects excluded by this 
section from the definition of trade machinery shall not,” 
&c. Then comes the question whether a brewery is a 
“‘ factory or workshop?” According to the definition of 
these words they include “any premises in which any 
manual labour is exercised by way of trade, or for pur- 
poses of gain, in or incidental to the following purposes 
or any of them; that is to say—(a) In or incidental to 
the making any article or part of an article.” If beer is 
an “article”—and it may, perhaps, be said to be an 
article of food—then it would seem that a brewery is 
a “factory or workehop”’ within the Act. But what is 
to become of the English language if provisions of this 
kind come into vogue ? 





Tux orion expressed by some of the speakers in the de- 
bate on the Scottish law of hypothec, that the abolition of 
that right must sooner or later prove fatal to the con- 
tinuance of the English law of distress, is, we believe, 
unfounded. The two rights, although both based on the 
recognition of the preferential claim of the landlord, differ 





———. 


most widely in the mode of enforcing that claim; and: 
according to Scottish authors, it appears that hypothec wag: 
actually established as a substitute for a law of distress 
closely resembling the English law, which prevailed in 
Scotland up to about the end of the sixteenth century, 
The rights of the landlord under the law of hypothec 
are much more extensive than under our law of distress, 
and not having always before his eyes the prospect, by 
some irregularity in the conductof the process, of afford. 
ing a pretence for litigation to a quarrelsome tenant, he 
is no doubt more ready to assert hisrights. But though 
we do not see any reason to expect that the abolition of’ 
the Scottish remedy will lead to the abolition of the 
English law of distress, we heartily hope that it will 
bring about some amendment of that most technical 
and complicated branch of our law. As it at present 
stands it is neither just to the tenant nor safe for the 
landlord; anda legislator who would simplify, while. 
restricting in some directions, the remedy of the land- 
lord, would earn much gratitude. 


=— 





THE PRACTICAL WORKING OF THE TRADE. 
MARKS REGISTRATION ACTS, 1875-7. 


s A 


TRADE-MARKS now form so essential an element in the 
conduct of mercantile affairs that the practical working 
of the Acts by which their registration is regulated must 
necessarily be of much interest to large classes of the 
community. Those Acts have now been in operation 
for some years, and many cases have been decided under 
them, of which but few have found their way into the 
reports. We are, therefore, induced to offer some 
obseryations on this subject which, we hope, may be 
found useful. We should, perhaps, say that, with re- 
gard to almost all the unreported cases we shall have- 
occasion to mention, the writer has had access to the 
shorthand writer’s notes. 

The first point deserving of attention is the registra 
tion of trade-marks which more claimants than one have 
sought to appropriate as their own. 

Now, long before the passing of the Registration Acts,, 
one of the principles most clearly enunciated in connec- 
tion with the law of trade-marks was that a trade-mark 
could only be claimed for descriptions of goods on which 
it was actually used. Where one person had long used 
a certain stamp on butter, it was obvious that deception 
could neither be intended nor effected by the impression 
of a similar stamp on iron, and accordingly, when the 
Registration Act of 1875 was framed, one of the earliest 
provisions was that ‘a trade-mark must be registered 
as belonging to particular goods, or classes of goods.” 
This provision was further worked out in the rules, and. 
the first schedule contains a classification of goods into 
fifty classes. There is nothing now to prevent the same 
identical mark from being registered by fifty different 
proprietors, one in each class, though this was not s- 
during the first year atter the passing of the Act, as the 
original 19th rule forbade the registration of a mark in 
one class if it had been previously registered in another 
class for goods substantially identical. But even after 
the rescission of this rule it was found that in some 
trades many marks sent in for registration either were 
practically identical, or contained conspicuous elements 
which were 60, and it became necessary to arrive at some 
general rule by which it should be decided when and 
how such marks should be registered. 

The Commissioners of Patents, to whom the Registrar 
of Trade-Marks uppealed in his perplexity, accordingly 
considered the matter, and the result at which they 
arrived is reported to have been stated by the Master of 
the Rolls in the following terms :—‘‘ The Commissioners 
of Patents have considered the point as to how often any 
new device or emblem may be registered as @ trade- 
mark for goods or articles in the samo class, and they 
have decided that, for the sake of distinctiveness, in no 
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case whatever should the number of times exceed three. 
They have also decided that if a device is used by more 
than three persons it could not be registered at all under 
the Act, as by being used by so many persons it wants 
that element of distinctiveness which it is necessary for 
a trade-mark as defined by the Act to possess. A mark 
that is common to seyeral persons cannot be said to be 
a distinctive mark, and, therefore, cannot be registered ” : 
In re Walkden Aérated Waters Company (June 8, 1877, 
1 Trade-Marks, 39). 

It will be noticed that in these observations his lord- 
ship is reported to have spoken of a new device or em- 
blem, the mark in question in that case being a newly- 
adopted device, while the two marks already registered 

were old, and the impression was at first created that the 
rule was restricted to new marks ; but in In re Hyde & Co. 
(January 18, 1878), the Master of the Rolls again stated 
the rule which had been made, and which he said had 
been the subject of much personal consideration by the 
Lord Chancellor, and expressly laid it down that the 
rule was not confined to new marks, but extended to 
old ones. Some further observations were made with 
regard to this rule by the same learned judge in Jn re 
Jelley, Son, & Jones (May 18, 1878), when he said, 
“With regard to class 13, it is clear that the mark is an 
old mark, and there is no question but that both parties 
are entitled to register it. The registrar will register 
any number up to three, even if they are Sheffield marks, 
or identical. The 6th section of the Act only says it 
shall not be done without the leave of the court, but you 
may make your application, and the rule of the court is 
to register up to three, but not more than three, even if 
they are identical and old marks. If there are more 
than three applications to register, we do not register at 
all, because they then come under the description of 
common property; so that if two or three persons have 
used the same mark for twenty or thirty years, the only 
thing is they must come to the court to prove it. If 
two persons have a right to the lawful use of an old 
trade-mark, they are both entitled to register it, as 
neither has a right to restrain the other from using it; 
there is no doubt about that. The Trade-Marks Act 
does not deprive people of the right to trade-marks. I 
have often had the case of a man in one town not know- 
ing that another man in another town has registered the 
same trade-mark. The second applicant has then to 
prove his title, that is all. The leave of the court men- 
tioned in section 6 of the Trade-Marks Registration Act 
is not a capricious leave. The rule of this court, which 
T have just stated, is always followed; it merely means 
that the second man must show his title. You cannot 
deprive him of his trade-mark; look, otherwise, at the 
monstrous injustice that would be done if you were to 
say that a man who had had a trade-mark for, perhaps, 
forty years should lose it because a man who had used 
the same mark for four years had happened to 
register first’ (1 Trade-Marks, 347). The rule was also 
referred to in Jn re Leonardt (M.R., April 12, 1878, 1 
Trade-Marks, 316); In re Mitchell (2) (M.R., April 12 
1878, 1 Trade-Marks, 317); Ea parte Sales Pollard & Co. 
(M.R., July 8, 1878), and Jn re Kuhn & Co. (M.R., 
November 29, 1878) ; and in Zn re Powell (M.R., January 
12, 1878, 1 Trade-Marks, 237), on the same principle, 
the device of a willow-pattern plate was allowed to be 
registered by two firms of sauce-makers, of whom 
the one had used the mark since 1864, the other since 

It seems, then, thatthe rule may be stated as follows : 
—(1) That where substantially the same mark has been 
habitually placed by ‘more than three firms on goods in 
the same class, the mark is common, and will be refused 
registration, or, if registered by mistake, will be removed 
from the register at the expense of those who have 
claimed what did not belong to them, as in Jn 
re Hyde & Co. (L. R. 7 Oh. D. 724); (2) that where 
marks identical, or substantially identical, have been 
used on goods in the same} class by two or three 














firms, but not more, and such use has been bond fide, 
each of those firms will, on application to the court, 
be allowed registration as a matter of course; (3) that 
where a mark is claimed as a new mark, after it has 
been already registered in respect of the same goods by 
one or two, but not more, other firms, registration will 
be permitted, asin In re Walkden Aérated Waters 
Company, only if the existing proprietors: formally 
signify their consent. 

It is not necessary fora mark to be common that it 
shall have been so throughout its use ; itis quite possible 
for a mark to become so, by reason of unresisted encroach- 
ments, though it may in its origin have been used ex- 
clusively, even for a considerable period, for one firm. 
Thus in Jn re Hyde & Co. (M.R., January 18, 1878, 
L. R. 7 Ch. D. 724), it was held that the words “ Bank of 
England ” had become common in respect of sealing wax ; 
and so in Jn re Kuhn & Co. (M.R., November 29, 1878) 
the figure of a pen in the steel pen trade. In Ez parte 
Sales Pollard @ Co. (M.R., July 8, 1878) it was even 
admitted that the letters ‘* S. P.,” the initials of the firm, 
had become common in respect of snuff. 

In some trades the common marks in use are very 
numerous, and where the essential particular is the same 
it cannot be correctly said that the trade-mark is different 
by reason of the same essential particular being combined 
with different common elements. The custom, however, 
in such trades having been to treat such marks as dis- 
tinct, the firms by whom they had been so used were not 
disposed to acquiesce in the registration of one only of 
their differing marks, and the result was the compromise 
arrived at in Jn re Barrows (Court of Appeal, April 26, 
1877, L. R. 5 Ch. D. 353), by which the system of re- 
presentative registration was first adopted, the letters 
“B, B. H.” being in that case registered in respect of 
user, “ either alone, or in combination with a crown, or 
with a horseshoe, or with a crown and horseshoe, or with 
any other mark, device, or words signifying the quality 
of the iron.” This case was followed by Vice-Chancellor 
Hall in In re Brook (July 13, 1878, 26 W. R. 791), the 
essential particulars there being the figure of a goat’s 
head, and the name “ Brook’s” respectively, and the 
article being thread. 

The entry made in such cases is thus not a mere entry 
of the mark registered, simpliciter, but contains a note 
of the combinations in which the mark is habitually 
used. This system of placing notes on the register has 
recently received a considerable development, mainly 
out of consideration to owners of trade-marks who would 
otherwise have to abandon the protection of them 
altogether, or would be compelled to place them on the 
register in a mutilated shape. 

One form of note placed upon the register is where a 
mark has been, or is about to be, registered in the form 
in which its owner has generally used it; but that form 
includes as part of it some words or device to the exclu- 
sive use of which the claimant is not entitled. Thus in 
In re Mitchell (2) (M.R., April 12, 1878, 1 Trade- 
Marks, 317), the word ‘‘ selected’ had been registered 
in connection with a mark on steel pens, and a note was 
added to the registration stating that the word 
“ selected’? was common to the trade. So in Jn re 
Leonard? (M.R., April 12, 1878, 1 Trade-Marks, 316), 
and in Jn re Kuhn & Co. (M.R., November 29, 1878), 
as to certain other marks common to the steel pen trade, 

Another form of note which has in some cases been 
employed is one by which the registration of the mark 
registered is limited to certain specified goods included 
in a wider class, and is not permitted for the entire 
class, as arranged in the first schedule to the Rules, 
Marks are thus placed on the register in a manner which 
prevents any appearance of opposition between them, 
though that might be the case if each were registered for 
the entire class, in consequence of the impossibility of 
placing all distinct articles of commerce in separate and 
unique classes of their own, The first case in which 
such a form of note was employed was Ex parte Barrows 
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(M.R., May 11, 1877, Weekly Notes, 1877, p. 119), where 
the letters ‘‘T. H. H.” were allowed to be registered in 
class 5 for tin plates, turn plates, and sheet iron only. So 
in In re Jelley, Son, & Jones (M.R., May 18, 1878, 1 Trade- 
Marks, 346), the figure of a dog was registered in the 
same class for fencing-wire only. So in In re Lysaght 
(M.R., July 19, 1878), a mark already registered in the 
same class, for the whole class, was restricted to 
galvanized sheet iron only, on which alone it had been 
previously used. Soin Jn re Rabone (M.R., February 
15, 1879), a certain mark, to which there were two 
claimants, was allowed to be registered in the same class 
5 by both claimants, but only in each case for specified 
goods which did not interfere with each other. In all 
the above cases the mark to which this indulgence was 
allowed was an old mark, and in In re Hargreaves 
(February 27, 1879), Vice-Chancellor Hall refused to 
extend the same indulgence to a new mark, and to allow 
the figure of an anchor, with the words “‘ Anchor brand ” 
to be registered in class forty-two as a new mark for 
bacon and hams only, four marks substantially the same 
having been already registered in the same class in re- 
spect of dog-biscuit, butter, preserved fish and meat, and 
cattle food, respectively. 


Another variety of note, which was employed in In re 
Whiteley (M.R., February 8, 1879), has reference to the 
mode of user. There the applicant had used a “ globe” 
stamp in connection with a large variety of articles sold 
by him, including articles within classes 11, 12, and 13, 
but he was opposed as to those classes by a firm of 
cutlers who had long used a somewhat similar stamp on 
articles in those classes. The applicant was allowed to 
register upon giving an undertaking, of which a note 
was entered on the register, not to stamp or impress the 
mark upon the metal of his goods in those classes, but 
only to use it on wrappers, labels, circulars, &c., as he 
had previously done. Some analogy may be perceived 
between this form of note and the order made in Ford 
v. Foster (L. R. 7 Ch. 611), in which the injunction was 
confined to the use of the word there in question upon the 
shirts or boxes of shirts, not extending to its use in 
price-lists, &c. 

In In re Rabone (MLR., February 15, 1879), again, 
another kind of note was used, the limitation there 
having reference to the locality of user. Messrs. Rabone 
having principally used their trade-mark in the colonies, 
and the opponents, Burys & Co., having principally used 
their mark, for which they also sought registration, in 
Europe, both marks were registered, upon an under- 
taking being given by the former not to use their mark 
in Europe, and another undertaking by the latter not to 
use theirs in Australia, Tasmania, New Zealand, the 
West Indies, or British Columbia, a note of each under- 
taking being entered on the register. 


It will have been observed that the cases in which 
indulgence has been granted, with respect to the entry 
of more than one similar mark on the register, with or 
Without 2 note, have been cases of old marks. It is to 
be hoped that the intention which appears to exist of 
refusing similar relaxations in the case of new marks 
Will be carried into effect, as simplicity and convenience 
would be much better observed by adhering to the broad 
Classification laid down in the first schedule, and no in- 
justice would be thereby occasioned to persons who are 
adopting « trade-mark for the first time. 








It is stated that the Officers and Clerks’ Committee have 
drawn op 4 report for presentation to the Court of Common 
Coencil on the nature, duties, and emoluments of the office 
A Controller now vacent. They recommend that the remu- 
neration should be £1,500 per annum, “ clear of expenses of 
his Mires, and to inclade 2!) emoluments whatecever,” and 
that the geutiewas appointed should bes wlicitor. They 
add that be should be prohibited from private practice, 





INSURANCE COMPANIES AND THE TRUSTEE 
RELIEF ACT. 


A rornt of some importance to insurance companies, 
which was, before the passing of the Judicature Act, 
1873, the subject of decisions not, it would seem, wholly 
consistent with each other, has again within the last few 
weeks been raised and argued with reference to the. 
6th sub-section of the 25th section of the Act. 

The question relates to the right of insur. 
ance companies to pay policy moneys into court 
under the Trustee Relief Act, where there is a 
bond fide doubt as to the persons entitled to 
them. Before the Trustee Relief Act it would 
have been necessary for an insurance company in 
this position to call upon the persons making the con- 
flicting claims to interplead. After the passing of the 
Trustee Relief Act the attempt was made by insurance 
companies to avail themselves in such a case of the 
machinery of the Act, with its simpler procedure and 
the right enjoyed by trustees under it to costs as between 
solicitor and client. The simple question was, whether 
an insurance company in such a position could be said 
to come within the description of “ trustees, executors, 
administrators, or other persons having in their hands 
any moneys belonging to any trust whatsoever.” 

To judge by the language of the earlier decisions 
upon the poiut, the courts would seem to have inclined 
to the view that insurance companies in the position of 
owing money claimed by more than one person were 
within the provisions of the Trustee Relief Act, and 
might pay the money into court where they would have 
been previously obliged to call upon the persons 
claiming to interplead. Thus in Re Webb’s Policy 
(14 W. R. 857, L. R. 2 Eq. 456), Lord Hather- 
ley, then Vice-Chancellor, following his own deci- 
sion in Re Hall (10 W. R. 37), and also Romilly, 
M.R.’s decision in Re The United Kingdom Life 
Assurance Company (13 W. R. 645, 34 Beay. 493), 
certainly seems to have decided that an insurance com- 
pany in this position, though a mere stakeholder, came 
within the terms of the Trustee Relief Act, and was en- 
titled to pay moneys in its hands into court under the 
provisions of the Act whenever there were conflicting 
claims or a bond fide doubt as to the persons entitled to 
the fund. 

In Re Haycock’s Policy (24 W. R. 291, L. R. 1 Ch. D. 
611), however, the present Master of the Rolls took a 
different view of the previous cases, considering that the 
ground on which they proceeded was not that a stake- 
holder, as such, holds money upon a trust within the 
meaning of the Act, but that in the cases mentioned 
there had been something of the nature of a trust 
beyond and irrespective of the difficulty caused by the 
mere conflict of claims, The Master of the Rolls said, 
‘the Act” (the Trustee Relief Act) “is an Act for the 
relief of trustees only. There are decisions that a mere 
stakeholder (whatever that may be) is a trustee within 
the Act, but there was a trust in each of them, with the 
exception of Le The United Kingdom Assurance Company, 
@ case which is so obscure as to its facts that I cannot 
say whether there was a trust or not,” and he added, 
“In the absence of trust I cannot find on what prin- 
ciple a mere debtor, which for this purpose an assurance 
society is, is entitled to avail itself of the provisions of 
an Act passed for the relief of trustees.” 

The cases above referred to have, within the last few 
months, again come under the consideration of the same 
judge in Matthew v. The Northern Assurance Company 
(27 W. B. 51). In this case the policy had been twice 
the subject of an assignment. Both the assignments, 
however, took place before the Judicature Act, 1873, 
came into force, and, under these circumstances, the case 
was argued on the same grounds as were taken in Le 
Haycock’s Policy. The Master of the Rolis in his judg- 
ment carefully examined the cases and came to the con- 
clusion that although the judgments of Lord Hatherley 
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seemed to indicate a different view of the nature of a 
policy of insurance from that entertained by him (the 
Master of the Rolls) there was nothing in the cases which 
obliged him to hold that insurance companies holding 
moneys under such circumstances were trustees of them 
within the meaning of the Trustee Relief Act. This 
being so, the learned judge followed his own decision in 
Re Haycock’s Policy. 

It remains to be considered how far the 6th sub-section 
of the 25th section of the Judicature Act, 1873, has 
enabled insurance companies to do what the Master of 
the Rolls, in the cases referred to, decided that they 
could not do. The part of the sub-section effect- 
ing an alteration in the law upon this subject is 
the concluding proviso, which extends the provi- 
sions of the Trustee Relief Act from cases of trust- 
money, properly so called, to the case of an ordinary 
debt, where the debtor has received notice of an assign- 
ment of the debt. In In re Sutton’s Trusts (Weekly 
Notes, 1879, p. 45) Vice-Chancellor Hall has, within 
the last few weeks, decided that this sub-section only 
applies to debts of which there has been an assignment 
in writing. 

The result seems to be that insurance companies having 
policy moneys in their hands cannot, although they have 
notice of conflicting claims, properly pay such moneys 
into court under the Trustee Relief Act, unless they are 
either (1) the subject of a trust independently of the 
quasi-trust arising from the position of the company it- 
self as stakeholder, or (2) the policy has been the sub- 
ject of an assignment in writing. It should be added, 
however, that if an insurance company pays such moneys 
into court under the Trustee Relief Act, the presentation 
by the parties claiming the fund of a petition, entitled 
in the matter of the Act, for payment out is such a sub- 
mission to the jurisdiction of the court as will enable it 
to give the company the costs of payment in as between 
solicitor and client (Re Haycock’s Policy and Re Sutton’s 
Trusts, Weekly Notes, 1879, p. 45). 








General Corresponvence. 


A SUGGESTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I write to make a suggestion. But I tremble at 
my temerity. The Government, by their County Courts 
Bill, have admitted an evil and proposed a remedy. The 
Bill has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor, dis- 
cussed in Parliament, petitioned against by the Law 
Society, referred to committee, and—shelved. The 
Government and Parliament have acknowledged an evil, 
have failed to find a remedy, and I propose to suggest 
one. I tremble at my temerity. 

My memory rans back to years ago when I was a 
student. There was an evil then in the old Court of Chan- 
cery—small but very vexatious. A student wrote to you 
suggesting a remedy. With your usual courtesy you 
inserted his letter. A dozen correspondents hastened to 
pooh-pooh it. Even you, Sir, forbearing as you are to 
youngsters, stated that though you admitted the reality 
of the evil you could not approve of your correspondent’s 
remedy, The student—a man self-distrustful and diffi- 
dent—retired in confusion. I was that student, and 
when I recall it I am, indeed, amazed at my temerity in 
writing now. 

Yet, shall I finish my story? Years passed, and the 
Judicature Bills with them; and silently the very 
Temedy that your poor correspondent suggested was 
adopted—adopted by the Government, adopted by both 
Houses of Parliament, approved of by the Sovereign, 
and is now the settled practice of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. Tho romedy proposed by a poor student 


Same remedy was proposed by the Right Honourable the 
Lord High Chancellor, the whole nation was astonished 
at his genius, and the land echoed again and again with 
laudations of his masterpiece of Law Reform. 

Now for my suggestion. The object of the County 
Courts Bill was to relieve the common law courts of 
work, But the remedy suggested—to throw the work 
compulsorily upon the county courts—is bad, or at least 
is of doubtful expediency. The Law Society have alleged 
it, and the Government, by their action, have admitted 
it. The county courts fail to command very general 
confidence. Those who do praise them are men who 
either have never spent a single day in a county court, 
or who never spend a single day out of one, men who 
are thoroughly ignorant, or men who are thoroughly in- 
terested—scarcely the most reliable witnesses. Well, 
the Bill has been shelved, and the cry is, Wanted a 
remedy. 

Try this: Give the chief clerks in chancery jurisdiction 
in common law matters up to £200, the limit of the Bill 
in question. Have anew writ called a writ with ap- 
pointment. In it the Queen, instead of commanding the 
defendant to enter an appearance, shall command him 
to appear before her High Court of Justice at the time 
and place mentioned at the foot. At the foot there 
should be a note as follows:—“‘ You are to appear in 
person or by solicitor before our Vice-Chancellor Sir 
A. B. at his chambers, No. 3, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s- 
inn, in the County of Middlesex, on Tuesday, the 28th 
day of April, 1879, at eleven of the clock in the forenoon. 
If you fail, an order may be made against you in your 
absence, and such other proceedings taken as the law of 
the land allows.” 

This writ should be issued by the record and writ clerk 
like all other writs, except that the foot-note should be 
blank ; then taken to the chambers of the judge to 
whose court the action is attached, and the appointment 
filled in the foot-note; then served at any time, even 
the day before the return, but sooner, if possible. Any 
other practice is inconvenient. On the return either 
the defendant does or does not appear. If he does not, 
judgment goes by default on the usual affidavit of 
service, with power to the chief clerk to set aside such 
judgment and allow defendant to defend if he should 
think fit. If the defendant appears and wants time, and 
satisfies the chief clerk that he has a substantial defence, 
time should be given. If not, the action should be then 
and there heard and decided, with the usual right of re- 
hearing before the Vice-Chancellor. 

Assuming the judgment given by the chief clerk is 
accepted as final by both parties, the successful litigant 
should then hand ina form of judgment or order in 
duplicate (settled by general order) for debt and costs, 
one of which the chief clerk should retain and transmit 
to the record and writ clerk, keeping a minute on his 
notes, and the other sign, seal, and return to the success- 
ful party, and upon this execution should issue. 

If timid spirits should think this too bold a course for 
all actions up to £200, let the experiment be tried first 
with the debt collecting class of litigation up to that 
amount. 

This is my suggestion. I do not doubt there will be 
a host of objections. I will meet these objections when 
made. We want a quick, simple, and cheap remedy 
for simple cases, and my suggestion gives it, and more, 
gives it for the first time. I aver, without hesitation, 
it would be quicker, simpler, and cheaper than any- 
thing known in the country before. 

A Lawrsa. 





THE NEW BILLS OF SALB ACT. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Six,—Can any of your readers throw any light upon 
the following points? Firstly, whether fixed brewing 
plant in a brewery is to be considered as “ machinery 
used in, or attached to, any factory or workshop ? 





Was pooh-poohed and laughed to soorn; but when the 
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Secondly, whether a brewery is a ‘‘ factory or work- 
shop” and beer an “ article” within the meaning of the 
Act ? A Svupscriser. 





COMMISSION TO TAKE OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sm,—Prior to the coming into operation of the Judi- 
cature Acts commissions for the taking of oaths were 
limited to certain counties, having regard to the solicitor’s 
place of business, and in London to within ten miles 
of Serjeants’-inn Hall, but now I observe that the power 
as to locality is not restricted. I shall be glad to know 
if the commissioners appointed under the old system 
are still only empowered to administer oaths within the 
limits defined in the appointment. 


March 25. A Souicrror. 








€ases of the Uieek. 





CompaNy—VoLustary WINDING tr—DIssOLUTION oF 
Company—JtrisDIcTION or Court To OrpeR ComPuLsORY 
Wispine up—Compantzs Act, 1862, ss. 142, 143, 145.— 
In acase of In re The Londen and Caledonian Marine 
Insurance Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 21st 
inst., the question arose for direct decision, upon which, in 
In re The Pinto Silver Mining Company (26 W. R. 622, 
L. R. 8 Ch. D. 273, 22 Soxtcrrors’ Jovrnar, 391), 
the court (then constituted of James, Cotton, and 
Thesiger, L.JJ.), expressed a very clear opinion, though 
it was not necessary for the actual decision of that case— 
viz., whether when a company Lave resolved on a volun- 
tary winding up, and the windirg up has been completed, 
and the company has been dissolved under the provisions 
of section 143 cf the Companies Act, 1862, the court has 
aby jurisdiction to make a compulsory winding-up order 
on the ion of a creditor, In In re The Pinto Company 
the court expressed a strong opinion that in such a case 
there was no such jurisdiction, unless the dissolution could 
be impeached on the ground of frand, and in Inre the 
Iundon and Caledonian Company, the court (James, 
Baggalley, and Bramwell, L.JJ.) adhered to this view, and 
decided the case on that ground. The voluntary winding 
up of the company had been resolved upon in 1868, and in 
1876 the diesclotion had taken effect. In 1878 a petition to 
wind up the company compulsorily was presented by alleged 
creditors. The Court of Appeal affirmed the order of Jessel, 
MLR., dismissing the petition, on the ground that the 
diseolution of the company under the voluntary winding up 
was a bar to it. 





petit 





Maspatory Ixsexctios—Damacres—Lorp Carens’ 
Act (21 & 22 Vict. ¢. 27), 8. 2—In a case of 
Krekl v. Burrell, before the Court of Appeal on the 
Zist inst, the asetion was brought to restrain the 
erection of 2 building by the defendant, so as to obstruct 
Tight of way claimed by the plaintiff. The writ in the 
action wea issued before the building was completed, but 
notwithstanding its issue, the defendant proceeded with and 
completed his building, thus entirely blocking up the alleged 
right of way before the action came on for trial. No inter- 
leeutory injunction had been granted. At the trial, Jessel, 
M_R., he'd that the alleged right of way was proved 
(L. R.7 Ch. D. 551). And he held that section 2 of Lord 
Cairns’ Act did not give the court a statatory er to 
compel the plaintiff to accept damages in lieu of his right 
of way. His lordship sceordingly granted » mandatory in- 
saneion compelling the defendant to remove the obstruction. 
The Court f Appeal (James, Bazggaliay, and Bramwell, 
pte agrec’l with this view of the statute, and dismissed 

Me appeal, 





Consimos at Bra—orn Snirs to Buame—LiM it ation 
of Lisesirr1—Mercnast Snirvino Act, 1862, 9, $4.—~ 
In 2 ome A Chapman +. The Kayal Netherlands Steam 
Navigation Company, vebore the Court of Appeal on the 
2200 intt., on iinportant question srone upon the construction 





of section 54 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 1862. A 
collision took place, in 1876, between two ships called The 
Savernake and The Veswius, when the latter was totally 
lost, and the former seriously injured, An action was 
brought in the Admiralty Division by the owners of Z'he Vesy- 
vius against the owners of The Savernake, and a counter. 
claim was made by the owners of Zhe Savernake, On the triah 
it was found that bothships wereto blame for the collision, and 
consequently that the total damage ought to be borne equally 
by the two owners. The damage caused by the loss of The 
Vesuvius was estimated at £28,000; the damage done to 
The Savernake at £4,000. The owners of The Savernake 
then commenced an action in the Chancery Division aguinst 
the owners of Zhe Vesuvius, and the owners of her cargo, 
for the limitation of their liability to the statutory amount of 
£8 per ton, and paid into court the sum of £5,200, which ree 
presented that amount. The question then arose for what 
sum the owners of The Vesuvius were entitled to prove 
They contended that £2,000 (half of the damage done to The 
Savernake) ought to be deducted from £14,000 (half of the 
damage done to The Vesuvius), and that they should be 
admitted to prove for the balance of £12,000. On the other 
hand, the owners of The Savernake contended that the 
owners of The Vesuvius ought to pay them £2,000, and then 
prove against the fund in court for the whole £14,000, 
Jessel, M.R., decided in favour of the view of the 
defendants. The Court of Appeal were divided in opinion, 
Baggallay, and Cotton, L.JJ., held that the contention of 
the plaintiffs was right. Brett, L.J., agreed with the Master 
of the Rolls. The decision of the Master of the Rolls was 
accordingly reversed. 


Ricut of Way—AGREEMENT TO DeEpIcATE TO Postic 
—No actuaL DepicaTIon—PuRCHASER FOR VALUE WITH- 
out Notice—PartiaL Depication—Lessee—EvIpENce 
or Depication.—In a case of The Attorney-General v. The 
Biphosphated Guano Company, before the Court of Appeal on 
the 22nd inst., the action was brought to restrain the 
defendants from obstructing a road over which it was alleged 
that the public had a right of way. In March, 1864, the 
land over which the road in question passed (and which was. 
situste in the parish of East Greenwich and adjoived the 
River Thames), was agreed to be demised for eighty years to 
Captain Blakely. In December, 1864, the vestry of the 
parish consented to a proposed diversion by Captain Blakely 
of a public footpath which crossed the demised land, subject 
(inter alia) to a new rosdway, which he proposed to make, 
being properly made and thrown open to the use of the 
public, and to the diverted path being properly made. The 
footway was diverted (an order authorizing its diversion 
having been obtained from the justices), and the new road 
was nade. After this, in May, 1866, a lease of the land was, 
in pursuance of the agreement of March, 1864, executed to 
Captain Blakely, in which lease the land was described by 
reference to a plan drawn in the margin, and was demised: 
“subject to the existing rights of way” over it. In the 
plan the new road was shown, but it was marke: ‘‘ private 
road.” Captain Blakely afterwards assigned the lease for 
value to the Blakely Ordnance Company. It afterwards 
became vested in one Weguelin, as an assignee for value, 
and from him it passed to the defendants, Fry, J., held 
upon the evidence (26 W. R. 533, 22 Sontcitors’ JounNAL, 
349), that there had been no actual dedication of the road to 
the use of the public, and that there was nothing in the 
appearance of the property itself or in the nature of the user 
of the road to indicate that there wasany public right of way 
over it. And, as there was nothing to show that the Blakely 
Ordnance Company bad any notice of the existence of 
public right of way over the road other than that which was 
conveyed to them by the lease itself, which, however, stated 
the road to be a private one, his lordship held that the com- 
pany were purchasers for value without notice, and were 
entitled to hold the property free from Captain Blakely's 
agreement with the vestry, and that they could pass on 
on equally good title to the subsequent assignees of the lease. 
The action was accordingly dismissed. The Court of Appeal 
ew a Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.), affirmed this 

cision, though not upon precisely the same grounds, They 
held that, upon the pose , the defence that the Blakely 
Company were purchasers for value without notice was not 
open to the defendants, but that they were entitled to show, 
and had shown, thet Weguelin was a purchaser for valuo 
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-of the court, agreed with Fry, J., in holding that the lease 
itself did not convey notice of the right of way. The only 
evidence which was relied on as showing that Weguelin had 
notice was a plan produced at the sale by auction at which 
the bought the property, on which the road was shown as 
terminating at the River Thames at a point marked “ Ferry 
from Blackwall Stairs.” This, it was contended, indicated 
that the road was a public one. But his lordship said the 
answer to this argument was (1) that no ferry in the legal 
‘sense of the term and no regular ferry in the popular sense 
really existed ; and (2) that the road was marked generally 
in the plan as private. If there had been an actual dedica- 
tien of the road to the public, the public would have been 
entitled to have it kept open against all persons, whether 
they tock with notice of the existence of the highway or not. 
The fact of dedication must, however, be proved. An im- 
portant question arose as to the power ofa lessee to dedicate, 
as against himself and his assigns, a highway to the public. 
But it was not necessary to decide that question, because 
their lordships were of opinion that the evidence did not 
prove that which would have amounted to dedication by an 
owner in fee. It was clear that there was, at any rate, a 
moral obligation upon Captain Blakely to make and throw 
epen the road in question to the public, and an animus 
dedicandi on his part. But the public were not, and could 
not, be parties to the bargain between him and the vestry. 
The making of the new road, though an inducement to the 
‘vestry to consent to the diversion of the footpath, could not, 
looking at the provisions of the Highway Act, 5 & 6 Will. 4, 
¢. 50, be made a condition of the diversion, and the justices 
‘had to approve, and did approve, of the diversion solely upon 
‘8 consideration of the advantages of the substituted footpath, 
which advantages the public had obtained. The bargain 
between Captain Blakely and the vestry might explain 
doubtful acts, but it could not remove the necessity of proof 
that the road in question had been, in fact, thrown open to 
thepublicand used bythem. Withoutsuch proof, the existence 
at one time of the animus dedicandi, however clearly estab- 
lished, could lead to no ivference of a dedication. The 
evidence was not sufficient to prove actual dedication. 
Though it was not necessary to prove that the parish in 
which the road was situate had taken to it, so as to be liable 
‘to repair it, still an additional argument against any dedica- 
tion was to be found in the fact that after 1864 the parish 
never repaired or interfered in any way with, and never 
qaised any question about, the road until the time when the 
action was brought. The appeal was accordingly dismissed. 





Partition AcTion—SALE oN Motion ror JuDGMENT— 
Partition Act, 1868, 8s. 4—RuLes or Court, 1875, Orv. 
40, R. 11.—In a case of Burnell v. Burnell, before the 
Master of the Rolls on the 21st inst., a question arose as to 
whether in a partition action the court would order an 
immediate sale on admissions of fact in the pleadings on 
motion for judgment, under ord. 40, r. 11. The plaintiff 
and defendant were entitled to the property in equal 
moieties, and on an admission of this fact the plaintiff now 
moved for judgment and asked for an immediate sale. The 
defendant did not object to a sale, but submitted the question 
to the court whethor a sale could be ordered except at the 
trial. The Master of the Rolls considered he had juris- 
‘diction to make the order on motion for judgment. He also 
said it would be cheaper, and, therefore, directed an 
immediate sale to be made. 


—— 


Hicuwars Aor, 1835, s. 65—Msanrna or Worp 
“Owner ”’—Owner an Occurrer—In a case of Woodard 
v. Billericay Highway Board, also before the Master of the 
Rolls on the 21st inst., a question was raised as to the 
meaning of the word ‘* owner,” in section 65 of the Highways 
Act, 1835. The trees on certain land, of which the plaintiff 
was owner in fee, overhung a oarriage-way within the defen- 
dants’ district, and caused an obstruction to the same, and in 
‘consequence the oocupier of the land was summoned by the 
defendants’ surveyor to appear before the justices under 
section 65 of the above Act, to show cause why an order 
should not be made against him under the section to cut and 
prune the trees, This summons was not served upon the 
plaintiff, and was heard by the justices in the absence of 
the oceupier, and an order was made requiring him to out 
‘and prune the trees within ton days, otherwise the surveyor 





might be at liberty to do the same and recover his expenses in 
the way pointed out in the section. The plaintiff now moved 
for an injunction to restrain the defendants from entorcing this 
order, on the ground that it was invalid, as the summons 
had not been served on him, the owner of the land. By 
section 5, the interpretation clause, “owner may include 
occupier.” The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that theterm 
owner” in the section meant the person actually in occu- 
pation, and service of the summons on him was all that was 
required. The context of the section clearly showed this, as 
the justices had power to order the work to be done wi hin 
ten days, and how could that be possible if the owner had to 
be served, who might be in Scotland, er Ireland, or abroad ? 
The section also provided for the reimbursement of the 
expenses by distress of the goods and chattels of the 
“owner,” and that, to his mind, also showed that the 
occupier must be meant and not such an owner as aforesaid. 
Besides, if the plaintiff's construction were the true one, it 
would be impossible to serve the “owner” at all when the 
estate was in settlement with a tenant for life impeachable for 
waste in receipt of the rents, with remainder to infants or 
persons unborn. All this clearly showed the occupier was 
meant (who, of course, might be also the actual owner) not 
the occupying tenant. The motion failed and must be dis- 
missed with costs. 





Company—Winpinc Ur—Dests Dur sr ComPpanr— 
Trust Dsep—Bonp—Wisnes or Magortry or CREDI- 
TORS—COMPANIES Act, 1862, Ss. 91.—In a case of Re 
Uruguay Central and Hyquintas Railway Company of 
Montevideo (Limited), before the Master of the Rolls on 
the 22nd inst., an important question arose as to whether 
@ person was entitled to presenta petition to wind up the 
company under the following circumstances :—The petitioner 
was the holder of bonds in the company with coupons 
attached, which had been unpaid for two years, and had 
served the usual statutory demand on the company to pay 
him the amount so due. On the failure of the company to 
comply with this demand, the petitioner presented a petition 
for a compulsory order. The contention of the company in 
answer thereto was that there was no debt due from the 
company to the petitioner so as to entitle him to present a 
petition, and further, that the vast majority of the other bond- 
holders, who sppeared by the company’s counsel, 
did not desire to have the.company wound up, at present. 
Neither the bonds nor coupons that the petitioner held 
contained any direct covenant with him by the company 
to pay the amount of the bond but only to pay 
it “according to the conditions of the trust deed,’ 
which had been executed to secure the bonds. This trust 
deed gave the trustees a charge over the company’s property, 
with liberty in certain events to take possession thereof, and 
it contained a covenant by the company to pay the trustees 
the amount of the bonds and interest, which amount they 
were to hand over to the bondholders. The Master of the 
Rolls was of opinion, on the true construction of the bond, 
that no debt was actually due at law or in equity to the 
holders of the bonds. They were entitled to payment part 
passu by the trustees, who were to be paid by the company. 
It was never intended that each individual bondholder 
should be able to sue the company, and the bonds only con- 
tained a covenant to pay according to the provisions of the 
trust deed, As to the other point, he could, under the 91st 
section of the Companies Act, have regard to the wishes of 
the great majority of the other bondholders who did not 
desire a winding up, but considered the company were 
doing all they could to pay them, On both grounds, there- 
fore, he refused to make a winding-up onder, aud dismissed 
the petition with costs. 


Caer 


Jurisprction—Fonp rv Cevrt ro Creprr or Mararep 
Woman—Parment ovr or Caprrat FOR MAINTENANCE OF 
Husnanp anv Wirr.—In a case of Jn re Diver's Thesis, 
before Fry, J., on the 2lst inst, a sum of consols was 
standing in court to the eredit of a married woman, She 
was absolutely entitled to it, but not to her separate use, 
The husband was a lunatic, but not so found by inqaisi- 
tion, and, though before his illness he earned a consider. 
able professional income, there was, at the time when the 

tition was presented, but a small annual income, arising 
from property of his, available for the maintenance of the 
husband and wife, The petition was presented in the 
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names of the husband and wife by a next friend, and it 
prayed, not only that the income of the fund might be 
paid to the wife on her separate receipt, but also that part 
of the capital might be sold and the proceeds paid to her 
in the same way, she undertaking to apply the moneys 
thus paid to her towards the maintenance and support of 
her husband and herself. The petition was not opposed, 
but Fry, J., doubted at first whether he had jurisdiction 
to make the order. Ultimately, however, seeing that the 
fund belonged to tke husband, subject to the wife’s equity 
to a settlement, his lordship made the order, considering 
that, in so doing, he was, in reality, giving effect to her 
equity to a settlement, 


Costs — TAXxaTION — APPORTIONMENT — CLAIM AND 
CouNTER-CLAIM BOTH DismissED witH Costs—Orp. 19, r. 
3.—In a case of Saner vy. Bilton, before Fry, J., on the 19th 
inst., a question arose on the taxation of costs, the judg- 
ment at the trial baving dismissed both the plaintiff's 
action and the defendant’s counter-claim with costs (26 
W. R. 394, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 815). The action and counter- 
claim were tried together, and one judgment was drawn 
up. The witnesses were examined without reference to 
the question whether their evidence bore upon the claim 
or the counter-claim. The taxing master taxed the de- 
fendant’s costs of the action at £957, and tke plaintifi’s 
costs of the counter-claim at £786. The defendant ob- 
jected to the whole of the amount allowed for the plaintiff's 
costs of the counter-claim (with the exception of a few small 
items), on the ground that the defendant was entitled to 
the general costs of the action, and that the plaintiff was 
only entitled to such costs as could be shown to relate ex- 
clusively to the counter-claim, and that the whole of the 
items objected to were costs incurred by the plaintiff in 
the prosecution of his action. The taxing master over- 
ruled the objection, his reason for so doing being that 
**both action and counter-claim were dismissed with 
costs. The counter-claim was delivered with the state- 
ment of defence, and the action and counter-claim were 
thenceforth correlative. It was impossible to sever the 
general costs more than bas been done in the taxation, 
go I have allowed general charges to each, which is in 
effect giving to each a moiety for the work done. The 
counter-claim is in the nature of a cross-action.” The 
defendant then applied to Fry, J., to review the taxation. 
Fry, J., took time to consider his judgment, and before 
giving it consulted four of the taxing masters. In giving 
his jadgment he stated that all those four taxing masters 
agreed with him in his conclusion. His lordship said that 
the question of general principle was whether a defend- 
ant, who was directed to pay the plaintiff's costs of a 
counter-claim, ought to pay part of the general costs of 
the action, or ought to pay those coste only so far as 
they had been increased by reason of the counter-claim; 
in other words, whether the coste of all the proceedings 
ought to be apportioned or not. Very little, if any, light 
was thrown upon the matter by the Judicature Acts 
and Rules, the only rule that in any way applied 
being rule 3 of order 19. Then the question arose 
whether the old practice of the Court of Chancery supplied 
any analogy ? In the case of a bill and cross-bill there were 
three modes in which the evidence might be taken—(1) it 
might be taken ineach suit, andifsotaken, the coste were dealt 
with without any difficulty in the suit in which the evi- 
dence was taken ; (2) it might be taken in the enit which 
was first at issue, aod an order might be obtained to read 
it in the second suit. In that case the costa of the evidence 
were costa of the suit in which it was taken, and the costs 
of the order to read it, and of any further evidence taken 
in the second suit, were costs of the second suit, and there 
was no apportionment of the costes. (3) By arrangement 
the whole of the evidence might be taken in both suits, 
and then only would there be an apportionment of the 
costs. His lordship thought that this old practice threw 
no light on the present procedure, and that he had really 
to consider s question of exped + On the whole he 
thought it most convenient to hold the entire evidence, 
except 20 far as it was required for the purposes of the 
counter-claim, was to be deemed to be evidence taken in 

original setion. oe was most analogous to the 





Therefore he thought that the plaintiff ought to pay al] 
the defendant’s general costs of the original action, 
that the defendant ought to pay the plaintiff’s costs 

so far as they had been increased by the counter-claim, 
The principal reason which had induced his lordship te 
come to this conclusion was this, that it was the plaintiff in 
the original action who first started the litigation. It wag 
only after he had done this that the defendant made hig 
counter-claim. The counter-claim might never have been 
made if the original action had not been brought. Of 
course, in any case, the court would have power to give 
special directions about the costs. All that hia lordship 
decided was this : that, as a general rule, when both the 
original action and the counter-claim were dismissed with 
costs, there should be no apportionment of the costs, but 
the plaintiff should pay to the defendant his general coatg 
of the action, and the defendant should pay to the plaintiff 
only the sum by which his costs had been increased by 
reason of the counter-claim. The point being a new one, 
his lordship gave no costs of the application to review the 
taxing master’s certificate, 


RerFresHers IN THE CHANCERY DrvisioN.—In our note 
last week ot the case of Harrison v. Wearing, as to refreshers 
payable on the second day’s hearing of an action with wit. 
nesses, it was by inadvertence stated that the taxing master 
had allowed refreshers for the second day. It should have 
been stated that the taxing master had refused to allow 
them, and that the plaintiff brought in objections to his 
ruling. This being so, the Master of the Rolls did not, ag 
we said, affirm the taxing master’s decision, but remitted the 
matter to him to consider whether the fees paid for the first 
day were sufficient to cover refreshers for the second day or 
not. 








Appututments, Ete. 


Mr. Tuomas Moran Gepp, solicitor, of Chelmsford, bas 
been appointed Registrar of the Archdeaconry of Essex, 
jointly with his son Mr. Walter Payne Gepp, in succession 
to the late Mr. Augustus Charles Veley, of Braintree, Mr, 
T. M. Gepp was admitted a solicitor in 1830, and is also 
registrar of the Archdeaconry of St. Albans, registrar of 
the Chelmsford County Court, treasurer and under-sheriff 
of the county of Essex, and clerk to the Visiting Justices of 
the County Lunatic Asylum, the Commissioners of Taxes at 
Chelmsford, and the Fobbing Com missioners of Sewers. 


Mr. Watrter Payne Gzpp has also been appointed 
Registrar of the Archdeaconry of Colchester, in succession 
to the late Mr. Veley. Mr. W. P. Gepp is an M.A. of 
Merton College, Oxford, He was admitted a solicitor in 
ae and is also clerk to the Foulness Commissioners of 

ers. 


Mr. Cartes At¥rreD Jonzs, solicitor, of Carnarvon, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Carnarvon ovens 4 
Court, in the place of Mr. Richard David Williams, dece 
Mr. Jones was admitted a solicitor in 1872, and is clerk to 
the Borough Magistrates. He is in partnership with Mr. 
Hugh Roberts, 


Mr. Joun Gries Mousey, solicitor, notary, and proctors 
of Carlisle, has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Cum- 
berland (Mr. Henry Charles Howard) to be Under-Sheriff of 
that county for the ensuing year. Mr. Mounsey was 
admitted a solicitor in 1854, and is secretary to the Bishop 
of Carlisle and deputy-registrar of the diocese. 


Mr. Ricnarpson Pze xz, solicitor, of Durham, has been 
appointed Secretary to the Bishop-Elect of Durham. Mr. 
Peel was admitted a solicitor in Kaster Term, 1866, and is 
chapter clerk of Durbam Cathedral, and clerk to the 
Durham School Board, &c. 


Mr, Avsext E, Suariann, of the firm of Messrs. J. T. 
Shapland & Son, solicitors, of Southmolton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, 

Mr. Joun Suanp, solicitor, n , and proctor, © 


Lancaster, has been appointed by the igh Sheriff of Lan-f 
cashire (Mr, William ) to be Under-Sheriff of that 





county for the ensuing year. Mr. Sharp is registrar of the 
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Archdeaconry of Lancaster and District Probate Registrar. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1832, and is in partnership 
with his son, Mr. William Thomas Sharp, B.A., registrar 
of the Lancaster County Court. 





Sacteties. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society held at the Law Institution, 
London, on the 25th inst., Mr. Lloyd Jones in the chair, 
the question for debate was, ‘‘ Will the Bill brought in by the 
Sok Chancellor place the Bankruptcy Law on a satisfactory 
basis ?”” Mr. F. K. Munton opened the discussion in the 
affirmative, and after referring to the Acts of Henry VIII. 
and Elizabeth, he passed on to the difference in the law up 
to the Act of 1861, relating to traders and non-traders, and 
gave statistics to show that immediately after the passing of 
the Bankruptcy Acts, the number of proceedings in court 
greatly diminished and then rapidly increased by about 
1,000 a year, and at the present time there were about 400 
bankruptcies a week, and he held that a large percentage 
were dishonest, and that the number of bankruptcies were 
not so much due to the state of trade, but were in proportion 
to the facilities offered for relief from debt. He gave an 
instance of a debtor who had gone through bankruptcy pro- 
ceedings twelve times under different names and in different 
places without having ever obtained a discharge, and con- 
sidered that this would be stopped by the provision restraining 
‘an insolvent trader from contracting a debt above £20 with- 
outdeclaring himself to be insolvent, and he strongly approved 
of certain acts of the debtor specified in the Act being 
punishable as misdemeanours. He then gave an explanation 
of the proposed Bill at some length, pointing out that a 
debtor would again be able to petition for his own 
bankruptcy, that deeds of arrangement were revived, but 
subject to approval at a public meeting, and 5s, in the pound 
being paid ; and concluded by referring to the appointment 
of a judge who would give his sole time to kruptcy 
proceedings, and to the enormous sums of money which 
must at present be in the hands of the trustees. Mr. Saxelby 
and Mr. Speechly followed also in the affirmative, which 
side was further supported by Mr. J. Nicholls, Mr. F. D. 
Williams, and Mr. Roye, while Mr. Bower and Mr. 
Van Sommer maintained the negative, on the ground of 
‘several of the provisions being unsatisfactory, and that the 
proposed Bill was not framed with sufficient regard to 
‘supplying the defects of former Acts which had given rise to 
80 much litigation, At the conclusion of the debate the 
opener replied, and on the question being put to the vote it 
‘was decided in the affirmative by a majority of one. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The above society held its weekly meeting at Clement’s- 

inn Hall, Strand, on Wednesday last, the subject for dis- 
‘cussion being, “That the Imperial interests of this country 
mecessitate a large increase in our naval and military force,”’ 
‘opened by Mr. W. H. H. Kelke—Messrs. Kains-Jackson, 
Jones, and Brown supported; Messrs. Moyle, Rawlings, 
Bateman-Napier, and Parsons opposing. ‘The motion was 
lost by a majority of seven. 
‘ At the meeting at the Law Institution on Monday last, 
an essay on the Law of Negligence was read by Mr. W. 
Shirley Shirley, followed Ae iseussion in which Messrs. 
‘Owen, Eustace Smith, and Parker took part. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF 
LIVERPOOL, 


The following is the report of the committee on the Bil! 
‘to Extend the Jurisdiction of the County Courts, and to 
Amend the Aots relating or giving Jurisdiction thereto, 
yg to the House of Lords in the month of February, 

Thie Bill proposes to extend the jurisdiction of the 
county courts on— 

(A) The common law side from £50 to £200, for re- 
covery of (1) debt, &c. ; (2) balance after admitted set-off ; 
\(3) possession by landlord against tenant; (4) mesne profit, 





and from £50 yearly value to £200 yearly value for re 
covery of possession under power of re-entry; from £29 
yearly value or rent to £40 yearly value or rent in actions 
of ejectment, and where the title to corporeal or incor- 
poreal hereditaments comes in question. 

(B) The equity side, from £500 to £1,000 in matters 
over which the county courts already have jurisdiction, 
namely (1) actions for administration ; (2) for foreclosure 
or redemption ; (3) specific performance ; (4) proceedings 
under the Trustee Relief Acts; (5) maintenance of infants; 
(6) winding up of partnerships; (7) injunctions requisite 
in any of the above matters; (8) for stay of proceedings at 
law under administration decree; (9) actions for partition. 

The Bill would also give a new jurisdiction on the com- 
mon law side up to £200 in actions for malicious prosecu- 
tion; and on the equity side tothe extent of £1,000 in 
actions for—(1) Relief against fraud or mistake ; (2) for 
enforcing payment of a debt contracted by a married woman 
in respect of her separate estate; and (3) for injunctions as 
consequential relief in any such actions. 

The extent of the admiralty jurisdiction remains un- 
altered. 

County courts would also, in addition to the above-men- 
tioned extended powers, have jurisdiction to determine all 
actions and petitions (which would include winding-up 
petitions) to any extent, and whatever the subject-matter, 
which can be brought or filed in the High Court (Chancery 
and Common Law Divisions), but this unlimited jurisdiction 
is qualified by a proviso that the defendant or respondent 
may remove the matter to the High Court by certiorari or 
otherwise as may be prescribed, any act done prior to the 
removal to be valid, if so ordered by the High Court. As 
the unlimited jurisdiction does not include admiralty, it will 
be noticed that the consent of the defendan: (section 2 of 
Admiralty Act, 1868) would still be required before an 
action in admiralty could be commenced in the court for an 
amount exceeding the limit of the court in admiralty 
matters. 

Provision is also made for transferring proceedings which 
might have been commenced in a county court, except under 
the unlimited jurisdiction clause, from the High Court to the 
county court; also for changing the place of trial of an 
action from one town to another town in which the same 
judge sits, where legal assistance can be less expensively 
obtained by so doing, and, on certain conditions, as to 
panne of any increased costs that may be incurred by the 
transfer, 


In the case of a default summons, the defendant is to be 
allowed eight days only within which to give notice to defend 
in place of sixteen days as at present. 

A plaintiff or petitioner commencing proceedings in the 
High Court which could have been commenced in a couaty 
court under any act passed between 1849 and 1879 may, if 
entitled to costs, and the court should think the action un- 
warrantably brought in the High Court, be allowed such 
proportion as the court thinks fit of his costs not being less 
than two-fifths, exclusive of disbursements. 

Where not more than £20 in contract or £10 in tort shall 
be recovered in any inferior court (which would include the 
Court of Passage) by verdict, judgment by default, or on 
demurrer or otherwise, the Bill proposes that the plaintiff 
shall only recover county court costs. 

The Bill also proposes to repeal all the clauses in exis- 
tence enabling the making of rules and orders, except the 
power to frame scales of costs conferred by section 8 of the 
Act of 1875, and the power to make rules aud orders under 
the Act of 1856. Section 36 of the Act of 1856, limiting the 
amount of costs as between solicitor and client, is to be 
— : 

in the year 1870 the Liverpool Law Society, in conjune- 
tion with several other law societies, submitted to the 
Judicature Commission the following propositions :— 

That the debt collecting business should be separated from 
the contentious business, 

That the variable pecuniary limit of jurisdiction in equity, 
admiralty, and common law was indefensible. 

That the county courts should be subordinate members 
of the Supreme Court, and every judge of the Supreme 
Court should ‘have primary jurisdiction over matters in the 
county courts. 

That the present county court judges should be abolished. 

That an official, to be called a chief registrar, should be 
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appointed who should have a circuit in the same manner as 
the county court judges now have. 

The duties of the chief registrar would be to hear all cases 
in which the amount claimed was £5 or upwards and not 
exceeding £50, to hear appeals in cases under £5 from the 
district registrars, to hear original cases under £5 which 
either party desired to have heard before the chief registrar. 


He should be a solicitor and have a salary of £1,500 a 


year. 

He should have charge of the principal registry of ‘his 
circuit, which was in effect to be a local registry of the 
Supreme Court with unlimited jurisdiction. 

He should hear ordinary summonses and perform the 
interlocutory business of the registry. 

In actious above £20 there should be written pleadings. 

All actions which the chief registrar was not authorized 
to try should be tried before a judge of the Supreme Court 
at the assizes, and the judge should hold frequent sittings. 

Large facilities to be afforded for appeals. 

Power to the parties or to their solicitors in cases under 
£50 to serve the process of the court where the officers could 
not do so, and in cases over £50 an absolute power to the 
parties or their solicitors to serve the process. 

With a view of dividing the debt collecting business from 
the contentious business the societies recommend two divi- 
sions of business. 

Class A—Debt and damages not amounting to £50, 

Class B—Ditto ditto for £50 and over. The 
societies at the same time pointed out that this division was 
only arbitrary, and that there would be contentious cases in 
elass A 


As to class A the societies recommended—No written plead- 
ings in cases for amounts under £20. A local judge. Small 
divisions of territorial jurisdiction. A local jurisdiction 
depending on the residence of defendant or the locality of 
the cause of action. That there should be district registrars 
corresponding with the present registrars. That all cases 
under £5 should be heard before a district registrar, subject 
to a power of removal and a ready appeal to the chief regis- 
trar. Power tothe chief registrar in ceses in which a diffi- 
cult legal right was to be tried, or in which a question of 
right arose which should rule other cases, to remove the case 
to class B. 

As to class B.—The procedure in actions to be the same as 
in the superior courte. Ordinary summonses to be heard 
before the chief registrar, with an appeal to a judge. The 
trial to be before a jadge who should hold frequent sittings. 
The jadge to be one of the judges of the Supreme Court. 
The trial to take place at the town in which the principal 
registrar is. Where judge could undertake more than one 
circuit, the circuits to be consolidated. The interlocutory 
proceedings and place of trial to be removable from one 
circuit to another, or to London, or from London to any 
circuit on cause shown. The trial of causes in the provinces 
to embrace all classes of cases—both those now triable in 
county courts, those triable in local courts of record, and 
those triable at assizes. Power to refer matters of account 
to the registrar, assistant registrar, or to an accountant. 
Power to either party to remove cases from class B to class 
A. 

As to court fees and costs.—The societies recommended 
that the court fees should be reduced, and that the principle 
of making the county courte pay their own expenses was 
erroneous and unjust. There should be no fees to practi- 
tioners for cases of 40s. or under. In cases over 40s. and 
up to £5 a limited scale of fees as at present. In cases 
above £5 and ander £20 a scale of costs similar to the scale 
formerly in nse in cases of trial of actions under £20. In 
cases above £20, coste as in the superior courts, but on a 
educed scale. In cases above £50, it is presumed that the 
uperior court scale of costs would apply, but this is not 
tated in the recommendations. A large discretion to be re- 
served as to the allowance or disallowance of costs to prevent 

The Judicature Commission in its second report reeom- 
mended that the county courts should be annexed to and 
form constituent parts or branches of the High Court of 
Justice then proposed and siace established. This, the report 
proceeds to say, would at once put an end to many of the 
anomalies and inequalities of jorisdiction, and to the un- 


certainty, expense, and delay to which litigants are ex 
from contts astiog on conflicting rales, The r also 








tha ald no longer be 

says that it would no longer be necessary to preserve se; 
powers of procedure, and that it would be possible oye 
vide for the decision of common law, equity, admiralty, and 
bankruptcy demands by means of one uniform simple pro. 
cedure common to all jurisdictions. ’ 


The Judicature Commission also made certain recommen- 
dations for the reduction of the number of officers of the 
court, the consolidation of offices, the saving of expense, and 
the reduction of the court fees. 

Many of the above recommendations, it should be ob. 
served, with respect to amounts over £50, have been 
practically effected by the Judicature Acts. 

The Bill, which is the subject of this report, proposes in 
some cases to go beyond the recommendations above 
enumerated, but, speaking generally, it falls far short of 
them, as will be seen by a comparison of the foregoing 
with the clauses of the Bill. 

Two-thirds of the verdicts in the superior courts are for 
amounts under £200, so that there may be a large transfer 
of business from the High Court to the county courts. 

The committee consider the Bill objectionable, inasmuch 
as it is in conflict with the recommendations of the Judica. 
tare Commission, and does noi incorporate the county 
court with the High Court of Justice, nor consolidate the 
law relating to county courts, nor introduce @ uniform 
simple procedure common to all jurisdictions, 

The committee also consider that the proper mode of 
attaining the objects of the Bill would be to make the 
county courts a subordinate division of the Supreme Court, 
but even if that were not adopted, the question where the 
action should be brought ought not to depend on a limit of 
amount, either party being allowed to apply for leave to re- 
move the cause from the court in which it shall have been 
commenced, 

The committee also consider the Bill defective in the 
following respects : — 

1. That the county court juries, as at present constituted, 
are not qualified to determine on matters of such importance 
as are by the Bill proposed to be referred to them. 

2. That the Bill contains no power to make new rules, 
and proposes to repeal all clauses in past acts relating to 
the. making rules, except as hereinbefore named. 

8. Any Act extending the jurisdiction of the county courts 
should contain a schedule of rules and orders as in the Judi- 
cature Acts. 

4. That section 6 of the Bill, which in favour of the 
county courts, discourages resort to the High Court of 
Justice in cases where the two courts have concurrent juris- 
diction, should be free from its present ambiguity, and there 
should be a provision in the Bill to enable a plaintiff to 
obtain leave, upon good cause shown before action, brought, to 
commence any action in the High Court. 

5. That so long as the procedure in the county court 
remains unchanged, the proposed extension of jurisdiction 
on the common law side from £50 to £200 is undesirable, 
but power should be given to either party in any action ia 
the High Court up to £200 to obtain an order after plead- 
ings closed, remitting the action to the county court for 
trial—thus retaining to the parties the advantage of plead- 
ings and interlocutory applications, and relieving them from 
the inordinate cost of trial at nisi prius. 

6. That in actions involving over £20, either party 
should be at liberty to require a jury of twelve and a speci 


ury. 
: 7. That there will be little or no saving of expense to 
suitors unless the court fees are considerably reduced ; com- 
paratively few actions which are commenced proceed to 
trial, and the heavy court fees payable in the ‘county 
court on the commencement of the proceedings are oppres- 
sive, 

8. That some provision should be made in clause 14 to 
enable the judges of local courts to certify for costs in 
suitable cases in the same way that the judges of the High 
Court can. Wituram Barrtert, President. 

March 19. 





It is announced that the medical attendants of Vice Chan- 
cellor Malins consider that he is making snch satisfac 
progress towards recovery from his late accident that he wi 
probably be able to resume his judicial duties early in the 
Easter sittings. 
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High Court of Fustice, 


CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Before JesseL, M.R.) 


March 21.—Jn re Moojen. 

This was a motion for the discharge from prison of Mr. 
Moojen, formerly a solicitor. Mr. Moojen bad some time 
ago given an undertaking to pay £1,100 into court in 
of proceedings taken against him by clients. That 
sum had been paid, but a subsequent amount of £800 which 
he also undertook to pay in had not been forthcoming. He 
was attached for the breach of his undertaking, and was 
jodged in prison under the attachment on February 19, In 
support of the application for his release, it was submitted 
that as he was now bankrupt he had no longer the means of 
satisfying the undertaking, that he had been sufficiently 
punisbed, having been incarcerated about nine weeks, and 
that, as shown by an affidavit, he was suffering from a pain- 
fal malady, for which he had already undergone operations. 
In answer to the court, it was stated that no medical 
certificate had been obtained. 

His Lorpsurr said that a very bad case had been made out 
against the defendant on the trial, and some sufficient reason 
must be shown for letting him out of prison. 

Everitt, for the plaintiffs in the action, pointed out that 
the defendant’s misfeasances had involved large loss to them, 
and submitted to the court whether, in the circumstances, 
he should be released until he should make an offer of some 
restitutior at all events. 

Waller, Q.C. (Carey with him), remarked that the defend- 
ant hadactually paid £1,100, and as nothing could now be 
got from him, it would not benefit anybody to keep him in 

rison. 

. His Lorpsuir ordered the matter to stand over for a week, 
when an affidavit must be produced from the surgeon of the 
ptison and the defendant’s own medical attendant. 

On the 24th inst. the application was resumed on the pro- 
duction of affidavits by three surgeons as to the bad state of 
the prisoner’s health. 

His LorpsutP inquired if any opposition was offered, the 
practice of the court being, where continued confinement 
gg be injurious to the health of a prisoner, to discharge 


Chitty, Q.C., for the plaintiff, said the case against Mr. 
Moojen was very serious, and many unfortunate people had 
been cruelly injured by him. 

His Lorpsuip replied that no good would be done them 
by killing the prisoner. He had been struck off the roll, 
and other solicitors would hardly feel encouraged to follow 
in his steps. He was now a bankrupt, and nothing could be 
got from him ; and on the affidavits he must be ordered to 
be discharged. His release would not be conditional on the 
payment of costs. 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Before Cocknurn, C.J., and Manisry, J.) 
: The Queen v. Moojen. 

This was an application to remove into this court for trial 
—from the Central Criminal Court—an indictment against 
the defendant for perj my. The perjury alleged was in 
an affidavit made in showing cause against an appli- 
cation to strike him off the rolls, off which he was ordered 
to be struck for alleged misconduct in the course of a suit 
mechancery. The application to remove the case had been 
made on the ground that there was danger of prejudice 
against the defendant ina dispute between a solicitor and 
his client, especially in the circumstances, and that the mat- 
ter was necessarily so mixed up with the matters in the suit 
in chancery that it onght to be tried by a special jury. 

W. G. Harrison, Q.C., appeared for the applicant. 

Poland appeared on the part of the Treasury, who now 
‘Prosecute. 

After hearing the counsel on both sides, 

Cocksurn, C.J., said the court thought that upon 

the whole the case had better be removed into this court 
for trial. No delay could arise from it, because the 
Judges took order for the speedy trial of such cases; and, on 
the other hand, it was impossible not to see that there would 
be considerable ay ino against a solicitor who had been 
‘struck off the rolls on charges of misconduct. 





Leqislatiow of the eck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MARCH 20.—BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Mepicat Act (1858) AMENDMENT. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitt.—Vestry o: St. Pancras. 
Marrive Moriny. Morty. 
MARCH 21.—ROYAL COMMISSION. 

The Royal assent was given by Commission to the Mutiny 
Act (Temporary) Continuance Bill and the Marine Mutiny 
Act (Temporary) Continuance Bill. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitt.—Weymouth and Melcombe Regis Bridge. 
MARCH 23.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
District AvpITors. 

BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private BiLts.—Maryport District and Harbour, Zcclesi- 

tical Commissioners. 


BankKRuptTcy. JvUDICATURE AcT AMENDMENT. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MARCH 20.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
ParLiIAMENTARY Exections anp Corrupt Practices. 
BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 

Lunacy Law AmenpmMent (Mr. Dillwyn). Lanp Tax 
Commissioners (Sir H. Selwyn Ibbetson). 
MARCH 21.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
ConsoLipaTED Funp (No. 2). 

BILL IN COMMITTEE. 

Vavation or Property (clauses 5, 6). 

MARCH 24.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brtts.—East Norfolk Railway, Sidmouth Rail- 
way, Southwark and Deptford Tramways, Bromley Gas, 
Ilkley Gas, Mirfield Gas, and Stourbridge Gas. 

Lanp Tax Commissioners. 
BILL IN COMMITTEE. 
Poor Law AMENDMENT (passed through Committee). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Brewood and Wolverhampton Railway 
(Abandonment), Grand Junction Water. 

MARCH 25.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitt.—Yarmouth and North Norfolk. 

BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Poor Law AMENDMENT. 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME. 
Poor Rats AssEssMENT AMENDMENT (Mr. Martin). 
MARCH 26.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PatvaTE Biti.—City of London School. 
Burnp anp Drar Mute CHILpREN. 








Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court oF 
Date. APPEAL. 


Monday, March 31Mr. King 


MASTER OFTHE ya 
‘Rosas, V.C. Marys. 


Mr. Holdship Mr. Latham 
Leach 


Tuesday, April 1 Farrer Teesdale 
Wednesday.... 2 King Holdship Latham 
Thursday .... 3 Farrer Teesdale Leach 
Friday........ 4 King Holdship Latham 
Saturday...... 5 Farrer Teesdale Leach 
V.0.Bacox, V.C, Hatt. = ustioe 


RY. 
Monday, March 31Mr. Pemberton Mr. Merivale Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday, April 1 Ward Cobby Koe 


Wednesday... Pemberton Merivale Clowes 
Thursday .... 3 Ward Cobby Koe 
Friday ..se.e00 4 Pemberton Merivale Clowes 
Saturday...... 4 Ward Cobby Koe 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHNCERY DIVISION, 
Orpsr oF Covrr. 
Thursday, the 13th day of March, 1879. 
Whereas by an order dated the 24th of Febraary, 1879, 
after reciting that it had been represented to me that the 
state of health of the Honourable the Vice-Chancellor Sir 
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Richard Malins was such as temporarily to prevent his sit- 
ting in court, or in chambers, for hearing and determining 
causes and matters which had been assigned to and were 
then pending in his court, I did order that all causes and 
matters which had been assigned to and were then pending 
before the Honourable the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard 
Malins should be for all purposes transferred, until further 
order, to the Honourable Sir Edward Fry, one of the judges 
of the Supreme Cotrt, attached to the Chancery Division of 
the High Court of Justice, to be heard and disposed of by 
him, so far and to such extent as he should consider neces- 
sary or expedient. And whereas the said Honourable the 
Viee-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins is still prevented by ill- 
ness from sitting in court ; and whereas I have, pursuant to the 
51st section of the Judicature Act, 1873, requested the Right 
Honourable Sir Richard Baggallay, one of the Lords Justices 
of Appeal, to sit and act as a judge of the High Court of 
Justice, for and on behalf of the said Honourable the Vice- 
Chancellor Sir Richard Malins, aad the said Lord Justice 
hath consented so todo. Now I, the Right Honourable 
Hagh MacCalmont Earl Cairne, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes set 
forth in the schedule hereto, which by the said order, dated 
the 24th day of February, 1879, were so transferred to the 
Honourable Sir Edward Fry, be re-transferred to the 
Honourable the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins, for the 
purpose only of hearing or trial by the said Right Honour- 
able Sir Richard Baggallay for and on behalf of the said 
Honourable the Vice-Chancellor Sir Richard Malins. But 
no order made in any of the said causes by the Honourable 
Sir Edward Fry is to be varied or reversed otherwise than 
by the Court of Appeal. And this order is to be drawn up 
by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


ScHEDULE. 


Boville vy Cooper motn for judgt 1867 B. 87 

Tamplin v James act fortrial 1878 T. 19 

Lesy v Darnton act fortrial 1876 L. 238 

In re Teall, deceased, French v Andrews act for trial 
against defendants Cooper and Belcher, and motion for 
judgment against remaining defendants 1878 T. 23 

In re Oliver, deceased, Oliver vy Oliver act for trial 1877 
O. 44 


Davies v Phillips act for trial 1876 D. 205 

West v Davies act fortrial 1878 W. 28 

Nicholson v Vestry of Mile End Old Town action for trial 
1877 N. 118 

Small v Chamberlain, Chamberlain (by original and counter- 
claim) v Small act for trial 1376 S. 176 

Norton vw Mansel act fortrial 1877 N. 119 

Hawksworth v The British Land Co. limited action for trial 
1878 H. 104 

In re Ferrier, deceased, Ferrier v Ferrier act for trial 1877 
F. 163 

Wonacott v Wonacott act for trial 1877 W. 224 

Allen v Richardson act for trial 1877 A. 163 

Capron vSmith spe 1878 C. 223 

Vernon v St. James’ Vestry act for trial 1878 V. 4 

Jones v Abraham act for trial 1877 J. 21 

In re Ashworth, decd., Taylor v Taylor spc 1877 A. 180 

De Bergue v De Bergue act fortrial 1878 D. 38 

The Civil Service Sapply Association, limd., vy Dean act 
for trial 1878 C. 123 

Garden v Garden act for trial 1873 G. 134 

Hastley vy Whitehead moto. for jadgt. 1878 H. 232 

In r+ Barchell, decd., Burchell v Barchell act for trial 
187% B. 135 

Casel v. Backford act for trial 1878 C, 152 

Carums, O, 


RK. H. Leacn, Registrar. 


LONDON. 
Hrrany Sitting, 1879. 
(Continued from page 412.) 
CP DA Searle (6 Lockyer) + iver and anr (in poset 
Ka 35 —_ and ane (W Arnold) ¥ Miller and Halle (Hollamea, fon 


ty 
Bx Tit hei (C 5 Rawlings) 9 Cobley and tiith (Makinson and C) 
CY 317 poten (Piesae and tomy 7 Heddell (5 Hicks) 


P Hs y 
P iG Bares (iting and Ky 7 Rooney (Rooks anf (0) 
cr Se Tonnes snk Oe Y Beate) v Foctes Carpe, 3 ant B) 
? Di Watkins wad Wite (Havwmrt and Mj ¢ Lindon Tranwey 
(4, Wea, C8 C GAtrny) BF 








lS 

B 322 Admiralty (Hare and Fell) v Shepherd and 

“ 309 Je ) * nar jn 

x ones low) Vv e an chess ‘estminster 
(H T Boodle) 8 J 


e) 8 

Ex 324 Oliver (Champion, Rand P) v London Tram: 
Godfray) 8 9 way Oo (ug 

Ex 325 Hincks and anr (in person) v Gould (C E Mortimer) 

Ex 326 Silber ‘in person) v Mac Gregor (T Whitwell) 

QB 327 — ( n) v Bennett and Vulliamy (Tibbitts ang 


Ex 328 Greatorex (Spyer and Son)'v Foster (A H Miller), withou 


jury 
QB 329 Duffield (Scott and B) v Raftery (C mt 
Q B 330 Prieto (J Andrews) v Chadwick and Son (S Mayhew) 
Q B 331 Robinson (Walker, Son and F) v Sim (W Stollard 
CP 332 Dale and anr (T Cooper and Co) v Globe Marine 
Co, limd (Courtenay and C) SJ 
Ex 333 Wellings (J W Starkey) v Miller Paes S sy 
Q B 334 Cooper, trustee, &c {Stibbard, and Co) .v B lenkinsopp 
(Crowdy and Son 
Q B 335 Gibez (M Abrahams and R) v Pavia and anr (W Webb and 


on 
Ex $00 Benes and Co, limd (Renshaw and R) v Weldon jp 


oss) 

Ex 337 Same (Same) v Deards (Champion, R and P) 

C P 338 Viney (Heather and Sons) v Sharp, Perrin and Co (Sandi. 
lands, H and Co) 

QB 339 Goldsmid (Rose, Innes and Son) v Pain (Pawle, F and () 

Q B 340 Scantlebury (Evans and E) v Fox (Grover and H) 8J 

Ex 341 er ==) Fae Stevenson (A E Sydney) v Emanne 

udson 

C P 342 Murchison (Hancock, 8 and H) v Smith (Clennell and F) 

QB 3483 We » &c (Stibbard and Co) v Dodd (Hanbury, q 
ani 

QB 344 Bl Shipping Co, limd and reduced (J McDiarmid) y 
Wala and Co (Ashurst, M and Co) ? 

Q B 345 Bramwell (Hollams, Son and C) v Levi and Co (Inglede, 
I and G), commission, SJ 

C P 346 Martel (Wright and Law) v Brock (Jones and H) 

C P 347 Johnston (Digby and J) v Taylor (Tippetts, Son and T) 

C P 348 Jones (H Clarkson) v Scott (Lee and 

Q B 349 Hansen and ors (C Butcher) v Barrard (Cottman and C) 

C P 350 Garner (T Beard and Son) v Smith (G B B Norman) 

Ex 351 Pitt and anr (Terrell and H) v Taylor (H Aird) 

QB 352 — — ors (Morgan and H) v Taylor and anr(A0 


war 

Q B 353 The Steam Navigation Co, Nord, limd (Maples and Co)y 
Spartali and Co (Hollams, Son and C 

C P 354 Berringer (W H Roberts) v Leah (Tatham, Oblein and §) 

Ex 355 Street (Hughes, H and B) v Stringer (Lewin and Co) 

C P 356 Heasler (Saunders, H and B) v Hollings (Faithfull and 0) 

Q B 357 Barker and Co (Wordsworth, B, H and P) v Edwards and 
Son (Ingle and Co; G E Kaye and Co) ‘ 

C P 358 Cox (Pyke and M) v Manderville (W Maynard) 

Ex 359 Lord 6 a v London Tramway Co, limd (HC 
Godfray 

Ex 360 Agnew and ors (Terrell and H) v Howard (Howard and 

Ex 361 Johnson (Elmslie, F and 8) v Buck (Keighley, 8 and B) 

Q B 362 Thomson and anr (Plews and Co) v Nicholson and ors (? 

Cooper and Co) 8J 

C P 363 Martin (Poole and H) v Lady Ashburner (Lawford, W andL) 

QB 364 —- (Hargrove and Co) v L‘and South-Western By Co 
(M H Hall) 8J 


QB %65 Giles x - (Morley and 8) vy Hemsworth and ors (BH 


ockayne 

Q B 266 Foster and Wife (Maples, T and Co) v Manchester, Sheffield 
and Lincolnshire Ry Co (Cunliffe, B and D) 8J 

Q B 37 Foster (Same) v Same (Same) 8J 

Ex 28 Tawe Tin Plate Co, limd (Tamplin, T and J) v Saanders 
Bros (F C Matthews) 

C P 369 Entecott (G Lockyer) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H 0 
Godfray) 8J 

CP 370 Sage eane v South-Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) 

Ex 371 Duck (Schultz and Son) v Clark (J ote 

C P 372 Myers, Solomon and Son (Angell and I T) v Berry (Ride 
dale and Co) 

Ex 373 Smith (J § Lickorish) v Silvani (Ford, Lloyd and B) 

C P 474 Teede (Carter and Bell) v Morris (G Whale 

CP 375 fuga and anr (in person) v Mitchell (KE Newman) 

OP 376 Dodson (W B Abbott) v Nicholson (H Sowton 

CP 377 Farmer (Harcourt and M) v May (Harper, B and B) 

¥ix 376 Willoughby and anr (Armstrong and L) vy Westerton (JH 


Child 

Q B 379 mma R Kand W)v Avery (Austen, De Gex 
ang 

¥x 390 Weerdon (W H Podmore) v Anidjah (‘T Beard and Sons) 


Q B 441 London and County Advance and Disct Co, limd (Same)? 
9 March (Kobinson and RB) 
IF 


B 382 Hart (H i v Jones (W Beck 
B #4 Crowes (Philbrick and C) v Mare (H Sydney) 
B 


~ 


) 
964 Biramons (J Mote) v Godbold (Webater and G) 
OP 366 Roberts, Downes and Co (Heath and P) y Gibbens (Brod 
uy 
seh Collingridge (T Micklom, jun) v Ahler (Boll, B end 0) 83 
CP 367 Preston (Parker and Co) v The Cleveland Extension ineral 
Ry Co (Ohappell, Hons and Co) 4d 
QB 348 Betts (Carr, Bon and T') v North Metropolitan Tram Co (i 
© Godfrny) 85 
CP 469 Hwan (J Croft) v Williama (W it Philp) 
@ B 90 Gilbert (D W Penrse) v Lazarus, sued, ko (Brighton and () 
CP Ml Argent (W Neal) v Tallent (Nash and ¥) 
CP tt Hoge and Bobinson and ors (Waltons, B and W) v Aa 
drows (Williamaon, Hill and Co) 84 
CP A Kearamangs and Co (Mame) v Stamp and Gordon (Cramp 


and Bon) 6 

QB WA Morris and ors (Miffe, H, Land CU) v Reddish and ors (Prit~ 
uard, % and Uo; Bower and O; Johnson and W; Milne, 
hand M; thawandT) 8d 
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Ee. 
Pepe yw B, D and M) v The London Bank of Com- 
QB 806 a and Kattengall ( eae aa d Curtis Hayward) 
OP Suse and Wife A 5 a and Sons) v London Tram 
Co, limd (H C Godfray) 8 


QB 397 Marshall (Stibbard, G and wat v Campbell (Parker and Co) 


Lewis (E JSydney and Son) v Phillips (Longcroft and M) 
as 30 Grimsdale and Sons (Cattarns, J and A) v King (Charles 
Smit 


QB 400 Dunn (C Butcher) v Gascoyne (B E Greenfield) 

$x 401 Bunkell (TG oa Vv Foe a ) H ie eatin ‘ 
C Tennant an 0 hep v ‘bury an 

alee Co (F bllg ber henaree’ ° 

oP ow (Parker and Co) v Bennett (Taylor, H and T) 


CP 404 ‘as (T Beard and Sons) v Buckland (H J and T Child) 
CP 405 Crawford (T C Russel) v Russell and ors (in person) 
B 406 Gent (Newbon, H and Co) v Hooper (F Heritage and Co) SJ 
Ex 407 Burrell (F Dolman) v Woolf (Stevens and H) 
OP 408 Grint (H W Cattlin) v Ingoldby (J Plaskitt) 
OP 409 Wieland (C M Eicon v bw ae Noon ange 8 and B) 
Bx 410 King (W Bolm) v Watts and ors (Stocken and J) 
€@P 411 Dervieu, Guillaumeron and Co (W F Nokes) v The Anglo- 
Portuguese Oyster Fisheries Co, limd (Parker and Co) 
Ex ahem ros fas and Sons) v Barnard and Price (G BB 
Norman; G T Woodrooffe) SJ 
cP ¢ Freeborne (G Lockyer) v Gack (J Geaussent) 
Abrahams (J M Green) v Reynolds and Co (Angell,I Terry 
so 


Ex 41 
and 
fx 415 Horne (W R Preston) v Mansfield (Bell, Brodrick and G) 
@P 416 Thompson (H R Jones) v Webster (Prockter and A) 
OP 417 ary | and -¢ (Trinders and C Hayward) v Batt and Co 
Allin an 
B 


418 Moffatt (T .  pettiter) v Chitty (Bower, Son and C) 
419 Durrant and anr (W Tanner) v Bacon (F Heritage and Co) 
Bx 420 Nutt (Fras Scott) v Holley (H Kimber and Co) 
©P 421 Barnes and Co (Arckoll, Jones my C) v London and North- 
Western Ry Co (R F Roberts) 8 
QB ater) om Son and ©) > Oldham (Ashurst, M, C 


CP 423 Goodwin (G C Lea) v Murray, Kempand Co (Jacobs and V) 
CP 424 Sandell and anr (W H Roberts) v Crouch (Oehme and L) 
QB 425 pane and anr (Walls, A and M) v Dunlop (A H Miller) 


8 

Ex 426 Probyn (Hine, H and B) v Higginson (Noon and C) 

B 427 Mortimore (A W Mills) v Downer (Sole, T and K) 
$3 428 Sandell and anr (W H Roberts) v Webster (E Andrew) 
CP 429 Same (Same) v Priddle and Cousin (Routh, Sand Co) 

B 430 Montgomery (Webster and G) v Knaus (Elmslie and Co) 
$3 43] Adams ee Co (N Jourdain) v Macfarland and anr (W 

Curti 

©P 482 Knowles and ors (W H Cannon) v Harris (Gregory and rt 
a 483 Leech and ors (‘T F Barham) v Dodwell (J McDiarmid) 

P 434 Stapleton (Carter and Bell) v North Metropolitan Tram Co 

(HO Godfray) 83 
Ingram and anr (Farnfields) v Cockle (@ H Finch) 

486 Butler (J M Barnard) v Sheffield (Dillon, Webb and W) 

437 Lesieur (Cattarns, J and H) v Wilson and anr (Lowless and 


Co 

GaDeons (Duffield and B) v London Steamboat Co, limd 
(Newman, 8 and H) 

489 Learoyd (Learoyd, L and P) v Burns (J Lott) 

440 North Kent Bank, limd, in liquidation by George Whiffin 
Bon liquidator (Lewis, M and L) v Scudds (Scard and 


Ex 
Ex 
Ex 
2 441 iY (Simpson and C) v Knell (J M Ys eae 8J 
x 442 Craven (G@ B B Norman) v Day (G EB Smith 

OP 443 —— and anr (Shepheard and Sons) v Pascall, sued, &c 
Ex 


Ba mY a ir TW Rogors) v Davis (Gellatly, Son and W) SJ 
445 Jacobs and anr (A E Sydney) v Craig and anr (@ H Finch) 
46 Spiers, trading, &c (Same) v Harlow (W Hicks 

QB 47 -_* and ors (Plews, I and Co) v Knights (Parson and 


$3 448 ies (Same) v Same (Same) 
B ‘ow (J BE Coxwell) v Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 


ray) SJ 
hy 450 Bcimnen (Same) v Field (Rvans and EB) 
451 Hall (F Cotton) v Jennings (W Millman) 
QB i63 Oenh c ion hoes, Innes and Son) v_ D'Avigdor 
#, L and T 
a2 ass vented (Goldberg and L) v Pleace and anr (R 8 Taylor) 
454 yo ea Leadbitter (in person) vy Cumming (Purrier and 


Ex 455 Martin “Battery and H) v Allen (Lum! ey and 1) L) 

QB 456 Bank of Montreal i BB and Co) v Truninger and 
Co (Ingle, C and H 

QB a7 —"" &e, Co, limd = and Co) v Combe and Wain. 
wright (in person) BJ 

Ex ate and Co, limd (eame) v Rokersley (Bower and Co) 


Bx 459 Winn {A H May) v Aldon (Young, Jones, R and 1) 
cp > Shows and Co (@ Lockyer) y Woodward and Co (I A 


QB olen ap Wife \ rm and W) v London Tram Co, lima 
(Hl © Godfray) 8 

Bx 462 Bolton (Munna 1. L) v The Marine on General Life As. 
surance Society (Freahfields and W 

Rx 43 HW Christmas) v Jaquemain ( ston and G) 

Bx Kade -") and ore (Phelpa, 8 and 1B) v Little (Heather 


and & 
‘QB tas ton cv Allingham) v Bovan and ora (Janaon, Cobb, and 
Bx 406 Jardine (Buchanan and R) v Soart (W and J Flower and 
QB 467 Keays (Lovell Koaya) v Oakley (T Durant) 





QB 468 Sette a = Hill and Co) v Great Northern Ry 


Co (Rollit and Sons) 8J 


Ex 469 Manuelle ey and B) v Wells (G — 


CP 470 Purssell ( ount) v Tadman (Tadman an 


B) 
Ex 471 McCausland (Munn and L) vy Picard and Co (Watney, Tand 


Co) 
CP 472 Fox (G Blagden) v Wright (Lewis and 


L) 
C P 473 Wade and ors (Allin and G) v Mohr (Hollams, Son and C) 
CP 474 Chapuy (W L Clarke) vy Tyler and Denham (Carritt and 


Son) 
Ex 475 Woodruffe (H To v Jacobs (J M Barnard) 


Ex 476 Bell (Terrell and H) v Knowles (Hanbury, 


Hand W) 8J 


Ex 477 Lockwood (Truefitt and G) v Wyld — and Howard) 
and Co’ 


CP 478 Abrahams (W H Lane) v Banks (Roo 
CP 479 West (R Chandler) v 
commission 


he Cheque Bae limd (Nash and F), 


QB ah and Son (Courtenay and C) v Uzielli (Waltons, 


CP 481 Moore i and P) v Gripper (Rooks and Co) 


CP 482 Bouffler (E F B Harston) v Levy and anr (A T Cox) SJ 
Sons) 


Ex 483 Hart (M Pope) v Ungar (Beard and 


Ex 484 Wheatcroft (Stopher and R) v Great Northern Ry Co 


(Nelson, B and N) SJ 


QB 485 Courcha (J O Meadows) vy Sharman (Combe and W) 
Ex 486 Rogers (Newman, S and H) v North London Ry Co (Paine, 


L and Co) SJ 


C P 489 Preston (Parker and Co) v Dallas (Nash and Ay 


CP 490 Angie Portaguese a Cour Fisheries Co, limd (Same) v Gibb 


alton, B and W) SJ 


(W: 
QB 491 a tenmacker — 2 Son and C) v Walker, Bros and 


ce, Sons and J) 


CP 492 Mases (8 Betteley) v Merchant Taylors Co (S T Fisher) SJ 
Ex 493 Day (J S Rubinstein) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (HC 


Godfray) 
QB 494 Rey and Bros (Hollams, ar and C) v Ridley, Son and Tully 


Williamson, H and Co 


QB 495 McLean Bros and Rigg Ry v Proprietors ef Hay’s 


Wharf (Cattarns, J and H 


QB 496 Rumucker and Rymer (Same) vy Susman (H Mon 
Ex 497 Field and Wife (H W Christmas) y Brent (Arcko 


olf Yones 


and Co) 
C P 498 Merritt and Ashby (J Mackrell and Co) v Hobson and Sons 


(Spyer and Son) 


Ex 499 nen Dudley. and District Banking Co (Iliffe, R, I 
B) 


) v Phelps andors (Phelps, S and 


CP 500 aller iw altons, B and W) v Aspinwall (Druce and Co) 
QB 501 — and Wife (B Hutchinson) Conisbee and ors (H 
vy 


When actions are settled out of court the solicitors concerned are 
particularly requested to withdraw the pleadings, as great expense 
and uncertainty are occasioned to the suitors im other causes by 


maintenance in the list of actions not intended for trial. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MILLWoop.—Mar. 19, at Woodlands, Isleworth, the wife of 


William Millwood, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
DEATHS 


Norton.— Mar. 24, at West Malling, Kent, Sarah Ann, wife 


of Silas Norton, solicitor, aged 81. 


SHAEN.—Mar. 21, at Mentone, Francis, son of _— Shaen, 


of 15, Upper Phillimore-gantens, W., aged 16 


WwW HITEHURST.—Mar. 18, at Burwood. Lodge, ‘West Brixton, 
S.W., Charles Howard W hitehurst, Q.C., one of the Senior 


enaiend of the Middle Temple, aged 82. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
March 27, 1879. 
_ RAILWAY STOOK, 





Stock | Bristol and BOUT vencccecesseerees 
Stock C w 
Stock Glasgow and South -Western ...., preeiesee — 
Stock Great Bastern Ordinary Stock  cscccccccseeeses 100 
Stock |Great Norther® wo. Sermernnts wees 

Stock! Do,, A Stook*®.,..... aneneecrgeeneecenes 
Stock Great Southern and W stern of ~~ 
Stock Great Western—Original ..... we 
Stook |Lancashire and Yorkshire ...... 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast. weer 
Stook | London, Chatham, and Dover ov... 
Stock |London and North- wenere wanes 

Stok [London and South Western  occccecccoeen 
~~ k /Manchester, Sheffield, and Lineoin weneunenenen 


Stoek| Deo, peat 
Stock Midland... 
Stook |North Brition SAAN 
SHOOK | North Baabertyccccceverseercvvves via 
Stock | North London maw 
Stock North Staffordahire 
Stock South Deron 
Stock ‘South-Bastern 


























Wer tttTititt it tetttr hi 
WUE SNe REE N EEN eee SHRNN NARS RENE 


Weereseerseny SP eTttt Ti Le nay 


® A receives no dividend wari 6 per cent, has deen pard to oe 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent. Consols, 96j Annuitias, April, "85, 9% 

Ditto for Acccunt, Apr. 3,96$ | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 

Lo. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 95} Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct.12 pm. 
iNew 3 per Cent., 95} Ditto, £500, Do, 12 pm. 

Do. 34 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £2CC, i2 pm. 

Do. 2§ perCant., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 256 xd 
Annuities, Jan. ’°80 Ditte for Account. 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ind.Stk.,5 per Cent.,July, 80,103 ; Enf.Pr.5§ perCent., May, 81 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88, 100} April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug, "73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2ad Enf.Pr., 5 per C.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tvuzspay, Mar 25, 1879. 
Debenham, Samuel John, and Henry Benjamin Gadsdon, Lincoln’s inn 
fizlds, Solicitors. Jan 31 
— James, and Arthur Marcy, We'lington, Salop, Solicitors, Mar 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Lruirep ts CHANCERY. 
Feary, March 21, 1879. 

Athenian Marble Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up presented 
Mar 17, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Mar 29. Woollacott 
and Leonard, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the petitioners 

British Empire Horse Supply Association, Limited.—Toe M.R. has be 
an order dated Jan 21, appointed Jemes Waddell, Queen Victoria st, 
to be the official liquidator. Creditors are required on or before Apr 
21. to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debts or claims to the above. Monday, May 5 at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts or c'aims 


Lrwirep 1s CHANCERY. 
Tuespay, Mar. 25, 1879, 

Credit Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Hall, dated Mar 
14, it was ordered that the volantary winding up of the above com- 
an A be continued. Ashurstand Co, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 

itioner 

Gothenburg Commercial Company. Limited.—Creditors are required 
on or before May 15, to send their names and addresses and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to Robert Palmer Harding, Old 
Jewry. Thursday, May 29 at 12, is apointed for hearing and adjadicat- 
ing upon the debrs and claims 

McGowan’s Steam Printing Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up presented Mar 22, directed t> be heard before the M.R.on Apr 5. 
Kent and Kent, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioners 

New Conrahs Quay Chemical and Coal Company, Limited.—By an 
order made by V.C. Bacon, dated Mar 15, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Flux and Lead bitter, Leadenhall st, 
solicitors for the petitioner 

Swedish Central Railway Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up 
presented Mar 24. directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Apr 4, 
Asburst and Co, Old Jewry. solicitors for the petitioners 

Terriccio Estate and Copper Mining Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Hall, dated Mar 14, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound np. Lydall, Southampton buildings, Chancery laue, 
solicitor for the petitioner 


Cocwry Patative ov LANCASTER. 
. Tuxspay, Mar 25, 1879. 

Masiey Palace and Park Company, Limited.—The V.C. has, by an 
order Gated Feb 25, appointed David Smith, Booth st, Manchester, 
and Samuel Edward Robinson, York st, Manchester, to be joint 
cfScial liquidators. Creditors are reqnired,on or before April 19, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to the above at 22 Booth st, Manchester. Thursday, April 
24 at ll, is appcinted for hearing and adjuicating upon ths debts 


and ciaims 
Priendly Societies Dissolved. 
_ _ Toeapay, Mar. 25, 1879. 
be es Men's Friendly Society, Swan Inn, St George’s, Salop March 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fatwayr, Mar. 21, 1879. 
Brett. John, Cornwall rd, Notting Hill, Secretary. Apr 15, Roberts 
v. Brett, ¥.C. Hall. Carpenter, Teafalgar sq, Coaring Cross 
Cashmere, Geerge, West Bromwich, Groe-r. Ape 21. Oashmore v. 
_Ceshmore, M.B. Chinn, Lichfield 
Goble, George Bamzei, Selling Minnis, Kent, Miller. Apr 15. Holman 
¥. Goble, VC. Mains. Flint, Canterbury 
Morton, Wiliiem Thomas, Kaye ‘Hill, Birmingham, Apr 19. Norton 
¥. Morun, VL. Hall. Tyndall, Birmingham 
Piagin, Sturtevant, RaAtord, Notts, Gent. Apr 24. Browny. Piggin, 
VA. Hall. Watson, Mo tngham 
SeGler, Willan, Birmingham, Licensed Victoalier, Apr 21, Sadler 
v. Loewe, VL. Hall. Willa, South aq, Gray's inn 
Relory, Comatantive, Ighthom, Kent, Gent. Apr 10, Smith v, Selby, 
VA. Kali. Beli and Co, how charchy«rd 
Thomas, Willem Jammer, O14 Bond t, Jeweller, May 2. Thomas ¥. 
homes, Me. tow, Cohlege bili, Cannon st 
Tollok 204 Co, Madras, Merchants. July 16, Trevor vy. Hutebina, V.C. 
Hall, You, Atchurch lane 





—<——= 
Aplin, Sohn Orleb jon ee, J 
plin, John Orlebar, rchester p. gware rd. June 9, A 
Oo a 
e' am, St. an’s, Esq. 5 i v. Hoo! 
Maline. Edwards, Old Jewry ker, V.0, 
Clare, William Harcourt, Twycross, Leicester. May 1. Barry y, 
Clare, V.C. Hall. Power and Armishaw, Atherstone . 
Hall, Sir Wil'iam Hutchison, Phillimore gardens, Kensington, Admiral, 
Apr 26. Haliv. Hall, M.R. Ravenscroft and Co, John st, Bedford 





row 

Hammerton, Thomas Edward, Stansfisld, Halifax, Gent. Apr 99, 
Gould v. Gould, V.C. Bacon. Kidsdale, jun, Gray’s inn sq 

Hedwith, John Aaron, South Shields, Master Mariner. Apr 80. Tur, 
bull v. Hedwith, V.C. Hall. Octavius Scott, South Shields 

Robinson, Richard, Lower Darwen, I hire, Auct . Apr 30, 
Robinson v. Robinson, V.C. Hall. Tattersa!!, Blackburn 

Sleep, James, Upper Knowle, Somerset, Gent. Apr 18. Mylne v, Sleep, 
M.R. Jacques, Bristol 

Smithson, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Public Aceotntant. Apr $9, 
Coxon 1 Smithson, V.C. Hall. Stanton and Atkinson, Newcastle. 
upon-Tyne 

Swinborn, Thomas, Bird st, Lambeth, Boot Maker. Apr 28. Swinbor 
v. Swinborn, V.C. Hall. Keiley, Molyneux chambers, Goswell rd 

Woolf, Anne, Elworth Hall, Cheshire. Apr 30. Plant v. Woolf and 
Harthan v. Plant, V.C. Bacon. Bygott, Sandbach 

Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 
Last Day of Clam. 
Tuxspay, Mar. 18, 1879. 

Allen, Thomas, Aston, nr Birmingham, Gent. April8, Pointon, Bir. 
mingham 

Barnett, Harriett, Gloucester place, Portman sq. April 18, Emanuel 
and Simmonds, Finsbury circus 

a Uriah, Stapleford, Wilts, Farmer, May1l. Wilson and Co, 

aiisbury 

— ied Lewisham, Kent, Artist. May 15. Wells, Percy st 
Bedfor 

Blower, Thomas, Fulshaw, Chester, Plumber, May 1. Vaughaa, 
Chester ‘ 

Chitty, George, Stanbridge, Hampshire, Carman, April 10. Draper, 
Vincent sq, Westminster 

Clarke, John Teasdale, Felling, Durham, Surgeon. June 18. Ingle 
dew and Daggett, Newcastle-upon-T yne 

Clements, James, Dudley, Hotel Proprietor. April12, Ansell, Bir- 
mingham 

Day, John, Manchester, Police Constable, June 14. Whitaker, Lancas 
ter place, Strand 

Debrosse, Jeane Baptiste Volney, Boulevard Malesherbes, Paris, Mer- 
chant. May 19. Shepherd and Sons, Finsbury circus 

Dodd, Joseph, Carden, Chester, Farmer. April 26. Cartwright, 
Chester 

Dutton, William, Longton. May 1. Adderley and Marfleet, Long. 
ton 5 

Ellis, John, sen., Fletton Huntingdon, Retired Hotel Keeper, May 1, 
Smedley and Meliows, Westgate, Peterborough 

Evans, Kev Lewis Moule, Leathley, York, Clerk, Mar 81. Siddall, 
Oule 

Frankiyn, John, Bristol,tGent. May 1, Danger and Cartwright, 
Bristol 

Goding, Lady Jane Emily, Wilton Crescent. May 14, Layton and (Co, 
Budge row 

Gresswell, Hannah, Sydenham, Kent. April 10. Draper, Vincent s, 
Westminster 

Harrison, John, Hungriggs, Westmoreland, Yeoman, April 19. 
Thompson, Appleby 

Lawrence, James, Regent st, Financial Agent. June 14. Alles, 
Waterloo place, Pall Mall 

Leeming, Charles, Russell rd, Kensington, Esq. May 15. Ward and 
Co, Gray’s-inn.sq 

Mason, Capt Edward, Mariborough Lodge, Harrow. Sept 14. Hanbary 
and Co, New Broad st 

Robinson, William Henry, Lower Norwood, Surrey. April 12. Honey, 
Broad Sanctuary, Westminster 

Shapland, Elizabeth, Southmolton, Devon, April4, Harding, Born- 
staple 

Silvar, Mary, Kennington Park rd. May 1, Warry and Co, Linooln’® 
inn-fle! 

Skirving, William, Walton, nr Liverpool. May 1. Payne and Son, 
Liverpoo 

Southwell, Jane, Bradford, York. April 14, Scholefield and Taylor, 
Batley 

— Nancy, Huddersfield. May 1. Laycock and Oo, Huddert- 

eld 

Tingle, Samuel, Bath, Esq. April 7. Simmons and Oo, Bath 

Wood, John, Didsbury, Lancaster, Gent. May 1. Fox, Manchester 

Yates, Sarab, Cieckheaton, York, Aprill4. Wadsworth, Wakefield 


Bankrupwu. 
Fatway, March 21, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Rugistrar. 

To Surrender in London, 

Bowman, Robert Moore, Orchard Honse, Blackwall, Coal Contractor. 
Pet Mar 17. Murray. April 2 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Agia Henry Kelsall, Hafod Alyn, Gentleman, Pet March 19 


Wrexham, April 2 at 2 
Cowcher, James, Che ltonh Gi ter, Innkooper. Pet March 19. 


Gale. ‘Cheltenham, April 2 at 11 





Davies, John Storey, Mow Bide, noar Manchester, Gentleman, Pet 
March 19. Halton, Salford, April 4 at tI 
Fallding, Vrancis, Wakefield ¥ 
Mason. akefield, A 


‘ork, Veterinary Surgeon, Pet March 


1b, pril 2 at 12 








Creditor: 


Barter, Hen’ 
Pepys. “A 
Crutchley, M 
Mar 20. | 
* Marshall, Cb 
Pet Mar 2! 
Pairpoint, E 
Hozlitt. . 
Smith, Elizs 
Apr9 at |. 


Coats, Willi 


Froude, Gec 


uilliam, 8: 
ee, Jose 
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Gordfellow, Samuel, Macclesfield, Clog Block Manufacturer. Pet 
March 19. Mair. Macclesfield, April 2 at 11 

Hamilton, H _, Canterbury, Kent, Captain $rd Buffs. Pet March 12, 
Furley. Canterbury, April 4 at3 

Hopkinson, Thomas, Bradford, York, Beerhouse | Keeper. Pet March 
18, Robinson. Bradford, April 8 at 9 

Langdon, aoe, Samet, Licensed Victualler. Pet March 17. Harley. 

‘ol, A 4at 
Basie dno i Hants, Baker. Pet March 13. Hellard. Ports- 
uth, April3 at 

Lewis, Charles. Hurstbonrne Tarrant, Southampton, Farmer. Pet 
March 14. Wilson. Salisbury, April 1 at 3 

Morland, John, Canton, Cardiff, Gentleman. Pet March 13. Langley. 
Cardiff, April 10 at 12 ‘ 

Mitchell, Thomas Nicoll, Bradford, York, Tailor. Pet March 18. Ro- 
pinsoo, Bradford, April | at 9 

Moltem, Alexander, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Furniture Dealer. Pet 
Marck 19. Daggett. Newcastle, March 31 at 11 

Moore, John, Quorndon, Leicester, Bootmaker. Pet March 19. In- 
gram. Leicester, April 2 at 1% 

Murgatroyd, Wil'iam, Bingley, York, Manufacturer. Pet Dec 13. 
Robinson. Bradford, April 1 at 9 

Onslow, Cyrus Edmond, Brogeley, Salop, Hotel Keeper. Pet March 19. 
Potts, Maddeley, April 2 at 2 

Pope, George Alfred, Chatham, Publican.™ Pet March 13. Hayward. 
Rochester, April 3 at 3 

Richardson, Frederick, Fold Golear, near Huddersfield, Flock Mer- 
chant, Pet March 18. Jones. Huddersfield, April 2 at 11 

Smith, James Edward, Northampton, Leather Merchant. Pet March 
15. Dennis. Northampton, April 3 at 12 

Thomas, David, Porth, near Pontypridd, Mining Engineer. Pet March 
19, Spickett. Pontypridd, April 2 at 12 

Till, George, and Thomas Till, jun, Stafford, Bootmakers. Pet March 
17, Spilsbury. Stafford, April 7 at 12 

Wort, Alfred, Farnham, Surrey, Travelling Draper. Pet March 8, 
Whiie. Guildford, April 2 at 2.30 


Tuespay, Mar. 25, 1879. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 

Barter, Henry, Forest Gate, Essex, Commission Agent. Pet Mar 21. 
Pepys. Apr 9 at 12.30. 

Orutchley, Maria, Rectory road, Stoke Newington, Schoolmistress. Pet 
Mar20, Hazlitt. Apr9 at 1. 

* Marshall, Charles, Union s'reet, Borough High street, Wine Merchant, 
Pet Mar 20. Hazlitt, Apr ¥ at 12.30. 

Pairpoint, Edward James, Greek street, Soho, Silversmith. Pet Mar 20. 
Hezlitt. Apr 9 at 12 

= Elizabeth, The Grove, Hammersmith. Pet Mar 20. Hazlitt. 

progati. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Coats, William John, Haddenham, Cambridge, Grocer. Pet Mar 2). 
Eaden. Cambridge, Apr 9 at 12. 

Cockell, William Jame, York rond, Battersea, Corn Merchant. Pet 
Mar 18, Willoughby. Wandsworth, Apr 8 at 11. 

Mead, Frederick Nelson, and Edward Hills, Faversham, Kent, Wool 
Staplers. Pet Mar 21. Furley. Canterbury, Apr 5at 11. 

Rodman, Stephen Samuel, and William yames Oockell, Sydenham, 
Kent, Builders, Pet Mar 18, Pitt-Taylor. Greenwich, Apr 4 at 1 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuesvay, Var. 25, 1879. 

Peery, Vitam Bangley, Brian street, Pentonville, out of business, 

ar 
Fergusson, William Edward Laing, Claremont square, Pentonville, 

Doctor of Medicine. Mar 6 

Froude, George, Uxbridge, Middlesex, Licensed Victualler. Mar 22 
ge Samuel, Liverpool, Sack and Bageing Merchant. Mar 21 

r, Joseph, Pemberton, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. Mar 20 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Farpay, March 21, 1879, 
Ambrose, John, Lindsell, Essex, Farmer. April 4 at 1.30 at Saracen’s 
Head, Dunmow. Freeland and Bellingham, Saffron Walden 
Anderson, Williom, Leeds, Draper. April 3 at 11 at offices of Hewson, 
East parade, Leeds 
Armstrong, William, South Shields, Innkeeper. March 28 at 1 at offices 
of Wilson, Collingwood st, Neweustle-on-Tyne 
Arter, James, Sonthport, Piasterer. April 3 at 11 at Committee 
Room, Devonshire buildings, Eastbank st, Southport, Buck aud 
Dicksons, Southport 
Arthur, James, Bristo), Seed Merchant. April 2 at 19 at offices of 
Parsons, High at, Bristol 
Astin, William, Litdeborough, Lancashire, Engineer, April 7 at 3 at 
offloes of Standring, King st, Rochdale 
Atkin, Charles, ayy Nottingham, Owner of Steam Threshing 
, Machines. April 8 at 12 at Clinton Arms Hotel, Newark-upon- 
Trent. eBscoby, East Retford 
Austin, Alexender Fredoriok, William Burgess, and Matthew Wheldon 
Aisbitt, Swansea, Shipbuilders, March 31 at3 at offices jof Glasco- 
dine, Fisher st, Swanrea 
Axford, John Barnabas, Henry st, Gray’s inn road, Bnilder, March 31 
at 11 at offices of Longeroft and Myers, Clement's inn, Strand 
Backhouse, Oharlos, Low Gipton, Leods, Farmer, April 2 at 3 at offices 
of Brooke, Bond st, Leeds 
Baker, James Philip, Kirtling, Cambridge, Farmer, April 8 at 2 at 
White Hart Hotel, Newmarket. Gross 
= John Wiliam, Cromer, Norfolk, Farmor, April 4 at t at 
A 7% som, roman. ae and Co 
Y, Edmund, Bedford, Butchor, April 4 at 19 at offices of Con- 
quest and Clare, Duke st, Bedford 4 
ton, Goorge, and Anthony Barton, Little Sodbury, Gloucester, 
ers. April 2 atl at offices of Bockingham, Albion chambers, 
Broad at, Bristol 


Batty, George, Loods, Builder, April 1 at 3 at offices of Pollan, Bond 
at, Leeds 





Bayliss, Joseph, Forest gate, Essex, Plumber. Apr7 at 2 at offices of 
Morphett and Hansn, King st, Cheapside 

Beck, Thomas, Birmingham, Shoe Manufacturer. Apr 1 at 12!at offices 
of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Bell, Robert Thomas, Newcastle-on-Tyne, out of business. Apr 3 at 
11 at offices of Hapa mee and Co, St John’s chambers, Grainger st 
West, Newcastle-on-Tyne 

Benton, William, Bloxwich, Stafford, Butty Miner. Apr 2 at 11,30 at 
Offices of Baker, Bridge st, Walsall 

Bevan, Richard, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 4 at 11 at offices 
of Thomas, Queen st, Neath : 

Beynon, John, Duffryn Crydrych, Carmarthen, Miller, Apr 2 at 11 at 
Telegraph Inn, Llangadock 

Beynon, Thomas, Doffryn Crydrych, Carmarthen, Carpenter. Apr 2 
at 1! at Telegraph Inn, Llangadock 

Blackford, Joseph, Parton, Wilts, Butcher. Apr 8 at 12 at Goddard 
Arms Hotel, Swindon. Bradford and Foote, Swindon 

Bland, William Mountain, Darlington, Hatter. Apr 2 at 10.30 at 
offices of Wooler, Priestgate, Darlington 

Bleomer, Henry, Southampton, Metal Merchant. Apr 2 at 2 at offices 
of Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

Boothman, James, Nelson-in-Marsden, Lancaster, Builder. Apr 8 at 
3 at Ship Inn, Skipton, Whalley, Accrington 

Bown, Thomas, Nottingham, Timber Merchant. Apr 8 at 12 at offices 
f Brittle, St Peter’s chambers, St Peters’ gate, Nottingham 

Bretherton, Thomas, Pendleton, Lancaster, Plumber. March 23 at 12 
at offices of Blakeway, D te, Manch 

Brimacomb, Richard Henry, Falmouth, Cornwall, Painter. Apr 2 at 3 
at offices of Tilly and Fox, Church st, Falmouth 

Broadhead, Charlotte Mary, Withington, Lancaster, School Proprie- 
tress. Apr 9 at 3 atlofficesjof Davies and Co, Brown st, Manchester. 
Grainger, Ridgfield 

Brook, James, Huddersfiet?, Plumber. Apr 4 at3 at offices of Ainly 
and Hall, New st, Huddersfield 

Brown, William, Higham Ferrers, Northampton, Drapsr. March 31 at 
1 at offices of Simpson, Higham;Ferrers. Andrew, Northamptun 

Burrows, Eliza, Torquay, Devon, Ladies’ Outfitter. Apr 4 atll at 
Cannon st Hotel. Hamlyn, Newton Abbott 

Butterick, Stephen, Edgware road, Glass and China Dealer. Apr 2 at 
11 at offices of Reynolds, Furnivals inn, Holborn 

Carder, Harvey, Harwich, Essex, Master Mariner. Apr 3 at 3at 
offices of Jones, Townha!l chambers, Co'chester 

Carr, Arthur Mitchell, Attercliffe, Sheffield, Chemist. Apr 3 at li at 
offices of Mellor, Queen st, Sheffield 

Carr, William, Manchester, Saddler. Apr 8 at 11 at offices of Young, 
Princess st, Manchester 

Carrenton, Georse, Ryton, Warwick, Farmer. Apr 5 at 2 at offices of 
Homer, Upper Well st, Coventry 

Clarke, Jobn, Kidderminster, Baker. Apr 3 at 3.30 at offices of Miller 
and Co, Church st, Kidderminster 

Clarke, John William, Holbeck, near Leeds, Currier. Apr 1 at 3 at 
Law Institution, Albion pl*ce, Leeds. Malcolm 

Clay, Joseph. Cleckheston, York, Blanket Manufacturer. Apr 2 at 11 
at offices of Wood and Co, Commercial Bark buildings, Bradford 

Cleaver, Thomas, Birmingham, out of business, Apr 3 at |2 at offices 
of Free, Temple row, Birmingham 

Clifft, James Willington, Weston-super-Ware, Hairdresser. Apr 4 at 
11 a: offices of Bakers and Co, Waterloo st, Weston-super-Mare 

Cobley, James, Bedminster, Bristol, Tailor. March 3! at 12 at offices 
of Benson and Carpenter, Bank chambers, Cora st, Bristol 

Collieu, Thomas, Moorgate st buildings, Dealer in Fancy Goods. 
March 31 at 2 at offices of Henry, Furnival’s inn 

Cooper, George, Brighton, Draper. Apr 9 at 3.30 at offices of [Nye and 
Greenwood, Queen Victoria st 

Cowley, Wiliam, Hurworth-upon-Tees, Durham, Farmer. Mar 31 at 
10 at offices of Barron, High row, Darlington 

Cule, William, Ne'son, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Apr 8 at 11 at offices 
of Morgan and Scott, High st, Cardiff 

Dain, Christopher, jun, Old Swinford, Worceeter, Maltster. Apr 5 at 
12 at the Talbot {Hotel, High st, Stourbridge. Willcock, Wolver- 
hampton 

Dean, Daniel Pullie, Kingswood ‘hil, Gloucester, Maltster. Apr 3 at 
11 at offices cf Ward, Albion chambers, Bristol 

Dobson, Ralph, Welburn, York, Innkeeper. Apr 3 at 3 at offices of 
Harrison, Kirby Mocrside 

Drummond, George, North Shields, Fruiterer, Apr 5 at 11 at offices 
of Duncan and uncan, Market place, South Shields 

Eite, Alfred, Nottingham, Joiner. Apr 8 at 3 at offices of Cranch and 
Stroud, Low paverent, Nottingham 

English, Joseph, Ti'lingham, Essex, General shop Keeper. Apr 10 at 
12 at offices of Digby and Evans, Silver st, Maldon. Bi 

Errington, George, Ickles, York, Grocer. Apr 2 at 12 at offices of 
Auty and Son, Queen st, Sheffield 

Evans, George, Birmingham, Grocer, Apr 1 at LI at o@fces of Jaques, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 

Evans, Herbert, Treherbert, Glamorgan, Tailor. Apr 3 at 12 at offices 
of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd 

Evans, John, Walsall, Stafford, Grooar, Apr 2 at 2 at offices of 
Stratton, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Evans, Maurice, Dylife, Mon’gomery, Grocer, April 5 at 3 at the 
White Lion Hote), Machynleth. Jones, Aberystwith 

Fairbank, Charles Smith, Birmingham, Timber Merchant. Apr 7 at 12 
at offices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Foster, Henry, Leeds, Grease Extractor, Apr 9 at 3 at the Law Insti- 
tute, Albion place, Leeds, Markland «nd Davy, Leeds 

Frith, John, Woleton Heath, Warwick, Farmer, Apr 4 at 2 at offices 
of Homer, Upper Well st, Coventry 

Fulford, John, Bristol, Fruit Dealer, Apr "2 at 12 at offices of Marly 
and Sone, Old Post Office chambers, Corn at 

Ganinor, Cuthbert, Tudhoe Grange, Darham, Contractor, Apr 2 at 
12.30 at the Talbot Hotel, Bishop Auckland,’ Maw 

Gaunt, Bonjamin, Pudsey, York, Greengrocer, Apr 2 at LL at o@loes 
of Tunnieliffe, Bank st,'Bradtord 





Geldard, William, Spennymoor, Durham, Plamber, Apr 3 at 11 at 
offices of Maw, jun,"High Bondgate, Bishop Auckland 

Gordon, Rovald, Argyle place, Regent at, Wine Merehant. Apr 4 at > 
at i Auction Mart, 
fr 


enhouse yan, Lothbury, Wedd, Austin 
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Graham, Robert, Staindrop, Durham, Farmer. Apr 7 at 3 at the 
King’s Head Hotel, Darlington, Willan, Darlington 

Graham, Thomas, Penrith, Cumberland, Boot Maker. Apr 3 at 3 at 
offices of Cant, Southend rd, Penrith 

Gray, Joseph William, South Bank, York, Grocer. Apr 4 at 12 at 
offices of Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Green, Harry Lewis, Saffron Walden, Rasex, Butcher. Apr Sat} at 
the Rose and Crown Hotel, Saffron Walden, Wynne and Co, 
Laurence Poutney hill, Cannon st : 

Green, Mary, Alfred terrace, Hanwell, Mar 28 at 3 at offices of Smith, 
Mitre court, Temple 

Green, Richard, Cleobury North, Salop, Miller. Mar 28 at 2 at the 
Bosne Arms Hotel, Burwarton. Saunders, jon, Kidderminster 

Gwilliam, John, Lydbrook, Gloucester, Innkeeper. Apr 4 at 12 at the 
Townhall, Cinderford. Bradstock and Goldring 

Hackett, Joseph, Cannock, Stafford, Printer. Apr 7 at 12 at offices of 
Barnes and Russell, St John st, Lichfield 

Hall, Edward, Scotton, Lincoln, Boot Maker. Apr 4 at 11 at offices of 
Page, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoln { 

Hanco: k, Henry, sen, Central Meat Market, Smithfield, Meat Salesman. 
Apr 7 at 2 at offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 

Hancock, Joseph John, Portishead, Somerset, Beer Retailer. Apr 3 at 
12 at offices of Clifton, Broad st, Bristol 

Hardwick, Dennis, Middlesborough, Dealer in Berlin Wools. Apr 3 at 
2 at uffices of Jackson and Jackson, Albert rd, Middlesborongh 

Harker, James Cumming, Liverpool, Commission Agent. Apr 7 at 3 
at offi.es of Snowball and Smith, Dale st, Liverpool 

Harrison, William, York, Tailor. Apr 2 at 11 at offices of Crumbie, 
Stonegate, York 

Hayhurst, John, Blackburn, Lancaster, Coal Merchant, Apr 2 at 3 at 
offices of Holland, Northgate, Black burn 

Helliwell, Edward, Leeds, out of business. Apr 2 at 3 at the Black 
Lion Hotel, Mili Hill, Leeds. Pickering 

Henley, Robert John, Gloucester, Commission Agent. Apr 3 at 12 at 
bell chambers, Bell Jane, Gloucester. Abell 

ft, Pendlet ter, Agricultural En- 


Higson, James Meadowe: : 
and Co, Cress st, Man- 





Pe 
t, ’ 

gineer. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of Chadwicks 
chester, Brett and Craven, Manchester 

Hole, Jobn, Bath, Grocer. Mar 29 at 12 at offices of Cruttwell, Har- 
rington place, Bath 

Hont, William, Liverpool, Confectioner. Apr 3 at 2 at offices of Hughes, 
Hatton garden, Live-pool 

Hopwood, James, Accrington, Lancaster, Letter Press Printer. Apr 9 
at 3atthe Red Lion Hctel, Abbey st, Accrington. Haworth and 
Broughton, Accrington 

Horder, George William, Freeman’s court, Cheapside, Manufacturer of 
Fancy Lace Goods. Apr 3 at 2 at offices of Blewitt and Tyler, 
Gracechurch st 

— — Southport, Clerk. Apr 8 at 12 at Borough buildings, 

ut 

Howard, George, Brighton, Builder. Apr7at 3 at offices of Mills 
New rd, Brighton 

Hughes, Thomas Ower, Carnarvon, Butcher. Apr 7 at 11 at offices of 
Jones end Roberts, Church st, Carnarvon 

Humphreys, Thomas Darwin, and Charles Green, Strand, Publishers. 
Apr 3 at 2 at offices of Wood, St Paul’s churchsard 

Hunt, Jchn, Bognor, Sussex, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Apr 7 at 3 
at the Guildhal! Tavern, Gresham st, Winnett, Fenchurch st 

Hyman, John, Whitechapel rd, Glassand China Dealer. Apr 1 at 12 
poke og Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Gouatly, Westminster Bridge 


Jacksor, Harrad, Spalding, Lincoln, Butcher. Apr 2 at 1 at the White 
Hart Hotel, Spaiding. Gaches, Peterborough 

Janes, James, North road, Highgate, Blacksmith. Mar 27 at3 at 
offices of Fenton, North road, Highgate 

Jeffrey, Adam Porteous, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Grocer. Apr 3 at 3 at 
offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle upon-Tyne 

Jenkins, Sydney Dan, Cardiff, Ship Broker. Apr 15 at 3 at the Royal 
Hotel, Cardiff. Ingledew and Co, Cardiff 

Johnson, George, Halifax, Cotton Spinn«r. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of 
Storey and E/lis, King Cross st, Halitax 

Jones, Alfred, We*nesbury, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of 
Smith, Walsall st, Wednesbury 

Jones, Ebenezer, Groeslon, Cartarvon, Tailor. Apr 4 at 2 at the 
Esgles Hotel, Llanrwst. Hammonds, Llanrwst 

Jone~, Edward, Dudiey, Worcester, Fishmonger, Apr 2 at 3 at offices 
of Tinsley, Priory st, Dudley 

Keegan, John, Wakefield, Builder. Apr 2 at 11 at offices of Fernandes, 
Cross square, Wakefield 

Kelly, William James, Bonney st, Camden Town, Government Clerk, 
March 29 at 3at 3 Long Acre. Lomax, Brewer st 

Kirby, Richard, Victoria Park equare, Bethnal Green. March 29 at 11 
at the Crown and Sceptre, Sceptre st, Mile End Old Town, Hicks 

Knight, Adam Cairns, Manchester, Salesman. Apr 2 at 11 at offices of 
Jeans and Morgan, Cross et, Manchester 

Kranis, Hubert, Falk'and road, Kentish Town, Baker. Apr 7 at 4 at 
offices of a St Mary’s chambers, 8t Mary Axe 

Leeman, Thomas, Kingston-upon-Ha)), out of business. Apr 4 at 3 at 
Offices of Singleton and Martinson, Exchange buildings, Bowlalley 
lave, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Mackintosh, Henry Donald, Gordon place, Kensington, Clerk in the 
India Office, March 31 at 2 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Maher, Michael, Birmingham, Solicitor. Apr 2 at 12 at offices of 
Garland, Imperial B chambers, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Mareden, Travis, Dee st, Bromiey-by-Bow, Master Lighterman, Apr 8 
at 3 offices of Wood and Habbard, Basinghail st 

MeMiken, Alexander Craig, Bold, Lancaster, Farm Bailiff. Apr7 at 11 
at offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 

MeNeille, James, Grays, Kesex, Travelling Draper. A 


4 at lat the 
Guildhall house, Gresham st, Sb: and 
end 


tten, Graves- 


Metcale, William, Manningham, York, out of business. March 31 at 11 
at vftices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 

Midgiey, Joun, and James Green Mills, Padsey, York, Worsted Manu- 
facturers, b 31 as i 1 at offices of Ray, Aldermanbury, bradford 

Morgen, Annette Joephine, Peur., Btaflord. Apr 2 at 11 at offices of 
Stratton, Queea st, Wolverhampton 





ASN 


<= 

Morris, Joseph William, Hunt st, Mile End New Town,- 
Shop Keeper. Apr 8 at 2 at 23, Borough High wt Bou 
Rasbleigb, Borough High st 

Mushet, William Walker, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tobacconist, Mey 
at 2 at offices of Cross, Parliament st, Kingston-upon Hull 

Needham, Joseph, Ridgway, Derby, Grocer.. Apr 4 At 3 at Ofog of 
Ryals and Son, North Church st, Sheffield 

Olefield, Barker Eiliott, Huddersfield, Yarn Spinner. Apratily 
offices of Armitage, Lord st, Huddersfield 

Osmond, Silas Frederick, Old Kent rd, Miller. Apr 2 at 3 at thy 
Temple Coffee house, 101, Chancery lane. Dennis, Euston roag 

Pa'mer, Amelia, Beccles, Suffolk, Grocer. Mar 28 at 3 at the Beceley 
Traders’ Association, Blyburgate st, Beccles. Dowsett, Great Yp, 


mouth 

Partridge, Eli, Queen’s terrace, Poplar, Boot and Shoe Maker, Mary, 
at 3 at offices of Harris, Finsbury circus 

Portridge, John Charlies, Irthlingborough, Northampton, Boot ay 
Shoe Matu acturer. Apr 3 at! at offices of Simpson, H gham 

Paton, Walter, Salford, Lancaster, Stonemason. Apr 2 at 2 at offies 
of Heath and Sons, Swan st, Manchester 

Pearson, Amos, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Wtachmaker. Apr 8atlig 
15, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st. Burton 

Perkins, Thomas, Longton, Stafford, Grocer, Apr! at 11 atofics 
of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Pettitt, Reuben, New Compton st, Bl bury, Dealer in Bootsay, 
Shoes. Apr 4 at 10 at offices of Beard and Son, Basinghall gt 

Phillippin, Henri Frederick, John Pelissier, and James 1 homas Ten, 
pler Powe'l, Lombard st, Merchants and Bankers. Apr 17 athy 
Guildhall Tavern, Combe and Wainw-ight, Staple inn 

Polkinhorn, William, Menheniot, Cornwa'l, Miller. Apr2atil 
offices of Square, George st, Piymouth 

Poo'e, Albert, Bradford-on-Avon, Wilts, Saddler. Apr 4 at 3 at Cp 
Keys Hotel, Orange grove, Bath. Grey, Bradford-on-Aven 

Powis, John James, Carey lane, Warehouseman. March 31 at lg 
offices of Phelps and Cv, Gresham st 

Redmore, George, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Coal Merchant. Apr 2at il 
at offices of Cuthbertson, Alma place, Aberavon 

Robinson, Dalton, Middlesborough, Watchmaker. Apr 3 at lig 
offices of Jackson, Albert road, Middlesborough 

Rowe, John Edward, Ferris road, Peckham rye, Commercial Traveller, 
Apr 3 at 2 at offices of Rae, Mincing lane 

Rugg'es, William Henry Isaac, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler. Apr4 
at 3 st offices of Machen, Bank st, Sheffield 

Rutherfors, George, Newcastie-on-T'yne, Licensed Victualler, Apr3 
at 3 at offices of Dix, Wellington chambers, Gateshead 

Saddier, William Arthur, Manchester, Estate Agent. Apr4at3a 
offices of Leigh, Brown st, Manchester 

Sanders, Richard, Knapp, Worcester, Farmer. Apr 1 at !2 at officesof 
Thompson #nd Taylor, Pierpoint st, Worcester 

Scott, Donald, Wells st, Camberwell, Baker. Apr 8 at 4 at Mason’ 
Hall Tavern, Basingkallst. Kashleigh, Borough High st 

Seefield, Hymn Joachim, C ial st, Whitechapel, W. 
man, Apr 3 at 3 at offices of Swaine, King st, Cheapside 

Sennitt, Jonathan, Stretham, Cambridge, Poulterer, Apr 5 at Wat: 
offices of Rance and Son, St Andrew’s st, Cambridge 

Shalders, Harry, Norwich, Tobacconist. Apr 5 at 12 at offices of 

erson, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Simpson, James, Cottingham, Northampton, Stonemason. Apr 3atil 
at offices of Rawlins and Son, Market Hartorough 

Skeiding, Benjamin, Brierley Hill, Stufford, out of basiness, Apr dat 
11 at offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Smith, Alfred, Leamington, Cabioet Maker. Apr 2 at 11 at officesof 
Roddington, High st, Warwick 

Smith, Caleb Siater, Horncastle, Lincoln, Ironfounder, March al at 
2 at Greyhound Inn, Horncastle. Thomas, Boston 

Smith, Joseph, and Lucy Smith, Hyde, Chester, Boot Dealers, Apt? 
at 3 at Norfo)k Arms Hotel, Hyde. Smith, Hyde 

Stroud, Arthur, Monmouth, House Painter, Apr 4 at 2 at officesof 
Williams, Monmouth 

Tarrant, Jon, Calne, Wilts, Coal Merchant. Apr 4 at 10.30 at White 
Hart Hotel, Calne. Henly, Calne 

Thomas, John, Honiton, Devon, House Decorator. Apr 7 at 4 at offices 
of Friend, Post Office chambers, Gandy st, Exeter 

Tootell, Chories, Nottingham, Glass Dealer, Apr 2 at 3 at officesof 
Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Vosper, Charles Walter, Plymouth, Engineer. Apr 1 at 12 at offices of 
Love, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Waghorn, Jane, Sheerness, Kent, Grocer. Apr 4 at 2 at offices of 
Carter and Beil, Eastcheap 

Webster, William, Canney Hill Pottery, Dorham, Earthenware Manu 
facturer. Mar 28 at 11 at offices ot Patrick, jun, Newgate st, Bishop 
Auckland 

West, Lever, Accrington, Lancaster, Lath Renderer. Apr 4 at 3 at 
the Derby Hotel, St James’ st, Accrington, Walton, Blackburn 

Wilde, Mary, Great Ancoats, Manchester, Yeast Importer, Apr 3 at 
. offices uf Hankinson, Queen’s chambers, John Dalton st, Man- 
chester 

Williams, Daniel, Penygraig, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 3 at 3 at offices 
of Morgan, Mill st, Pontypridd : 

Williams, Walter, Wrexham, Denbigh, Tobacconist. Apr 4 at 108 
offices of Sherratt, Regent st, Wrexham 

Wilson, Edvard, Manchester, Manufacturing Chemist. Apr 18 at 
at offices of Addieshar and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Wood, Wiimot, Bucknall, Stafford, Colliery Manager. Mar 31 at3 at 
offices of Asimall, Albion st, Hanley 


Tuerpay, Mar. 25, 1879. 

Armstrong, Richard, Lower Broughton, Lancashire. Jrocer. Apt Sat 
8 at offices of Nuttall and Son, Jobn Dalton st, Manchester 

Amnstrong, Wiliam, Brampton, Cumberland, Draper. Apr 8 at 3 at 
otices of Forster, Brampton 

Arnold, James, Plumstead, Engineer. Apr 15 at 2 at offices of 
Buchanan and Rogers, Basinghall st 

Avery, William, Birmingham, Boot Dealer. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of 
Kast, Temple st, Birmingham 

Badger, Frederick, Birmingham, Baker, Apr 7 at 3 at offices of 
Davies, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Barker, James, Chonterfield, Derby, Picture Frame Maker, 
3 at offices of Cutts, Market hall chambers, Chesterfield 
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omas Allanson, Scarborough, Lodging House Keeper, 
artes | hg 3 at offices of Wellburn, Huntriss row, Scarborough 
Jeremiah, Elland, nr Halifax, Architect. Apr 4 at 3 at the 
White Swan Hotel, Princess st, Halifax, Longbottom, Halifax 
pinve, Uriah, Sowerby bridge, York, Engineer's: Tool Maker. Apr 9 
at 11 at the White Swan Hotel, Princess st, Halifax. Longbottom, 


Balifax 
Emley, pr Wakefield, Farmer. Apr 7 at 3 at the 
elena id, Eeuston ra, Huddersfield. Lodge. Wakefield 
qmen, James, Leeds, Outfitter. Apr 4 at 2 at offices of Hardcastle 
be Barnfather, Calverley chambers, Victoria sq, Leeds, Lodge, 


sane, William Septimus, Presten, Watchmaker. Mar 31 at 2 at 
Bullivant’s Hotel, High st, Birmingham, in lieu of the place origin- 
ae William, Andover, Horse Dea'er. Apr 2 at Il at the 
White Hart Hotel, Andover. Lamb, Andover 
jrook, John, Brighouse, York, Carrier. Apr 8 at 11 at offices of Curry, 
heat 


eaton 
Ba Henry, Moulton, Northampton, Plumber. Apr 8 at 3 at offices 
of Andrew, Market sq, Northampton 
Cabill, Edward William, jun, Kingston-upon-Hu'l, Bootmaker. Apr 
7 at ll at ott ces of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon- 


ae, John Dingwall, Cheltenham, Tailor. Apr 14 at 12 at offices 
of Chesshyre, Re, ent st, Cheltenham 

Carter, William, Anerley, Builder. Apr4 st 2 at the Inns of Court 
Hotel, Holborn. Palmer and Co, Bedford row 

Cherlin, Annie Mary, Brighton, Lodging house Keeper. Apr 10 at 3 at 
offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 

Chivers, Charles, Vobster, Somerset, Grocer. Apr 7 at 11 at offices of 
Honsey, Market pl, Frome. McCarthy, Frome 

Christy, George William Alexander, Bristol, Decorator. Apr 4 at 2 at 
offices of Sibly, Exchange west, Bristol 

Cole, Edward Lawfcrd, Aberystwith, Cardigan, Grocer. Apr 7 at 11 at 
offices of Jones, Great Dark Gate st, Aberystwith 

Collier, John Thomas, Paddington st, Murylebone, Stationer. Apr 8 
at 12at «flices of Wright, Walbrook 

Qooke, Hannah, Charles Frederick Cooke, and Thomas Cooke, York, 
Bogineers. Apr16at 2 at the North Eastern Hotel, Tanner row, 
York. Wood, Yok 

Cooke, John, Hoxton st, Chemist. Apr 21 at 3 at 111, Cheapside. 
Maitland, Kn'ght Rider st, Doctor’a commons 

«tT, William, Madely, Stafford, Timber Dealer. Apr 5 at llat 
es of James, Nelson pl, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Cross, Thomas, Metropolitan Cattle Market. Islington, Slaughterman. 
Apr9 at 2 at offices of Slater and Co, Guildha.! chambers, Basingha!l 
st. Reed and Lovell, Basinghall st 

Crump, Char'es, Charlton Kings, nr Cheltenham, Miller. Apr7 at 10 
at offices of Smith, Regent st, Che!tenham 

Cummings, Jobn Bowners, Liverpool, Car Proprietor. Apr 9 at 12 at 
oifices of Carrnthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Davier, Daniel, Carmarthen, Carpenter. Apr 2 at 11 at offices of 
Evais, Red st, Carmarthen 

Davies, William, Llandovery, Retired Innkeeper. Apr 8 at 1) at offices 
of Evans, Red st, Carmarthen 

Rigar, Robert, Windsor rd, Holloway, Assistant Secretary. Apr Sat 
8 at offices of Eldred, Old Jewry 

Edmonds, William Mills, and John Shepvard Edmonds, Gutter lane, 
Warehousemen, Apr 8 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Rooks, and Co, King 
st, Cheapside 

Featherstone, Thomas, Long walk, Bermondsey, Leather Dyer. Apr 10 
ad at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Fowler, Abehurch 


Fenteman, Samuel, Middlesborough, Coach Builder. April 7 at 2.30 at 
offices of Bainbridge and Barnley, Corporation Hall, Middles- 


ugh 

Forbes, John, Walsall, Tailor, Apr 5 at 12 at the George Hotel, Wal- 
sall, Bill, Walsall 

Foster, Henry George, Stockton-on-Tees, Shoemaker. Mar 28 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Leeds, ia lieu of the place originally named 

Fowkes, William, Eccles, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Apr 15 at3 at 
Offices of Leach, St Ann’s sq, Manchester 

Gardner, William, Herbert st, Hackney rd. Brushmaker. Apr 10 at 
4 at offices of Wetherfield, Gresham buildings, Guildhall 

Garnier, Edme Marie Thomas, Great Marlborough st, Jeweller. Apr 
a a the Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st, Linklater and Co, Wal- 


Gibson, John James, and Thomas James Gibson, Darlington, Wholesale 
Grocers. Apr 8 at 2.30 at offices of Bainbridge and Barnley, Cor- 
poration Hall, Middlesborough 

Giyde, William, Portishead, Somerset, Solicitor. Apr 12 at 11 at the 
Red Lion Hotel, Kinyston, Yeovil, Bollen, Yeovil 

man, Isaac, Grange rd, St Pancras, Oilman, Apr 2 at 2 at offices 
of Fenton, Worship st, Finsbury 

Gott, Edwin, Yeadon, Stone Mason, Apr 4 at 3 st offices of Child, 
Manor sq, Otley 

Groves, Wiliam, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. Apr 7 at 3 at the rooms 
of the Incorporated Law Society, Aldine ct, High st, Sheffield. 
Bramley, Sheffield 

Gutheil, John, High st, Hornsey,Baker. Apr 7 at 3 at offices of Mogg, 
Shorevitch High st. Olarke, Blomfield st 

Hall, John, Witney, Oxford, Innkeeper. Apr 3 at 10.30 at Jones’ 
Railway Hotel, Oxford. Kilby and Mace, Chipping Norton 

Haw, William, Claxton, York, Tailor. Apr 8 at 10 at offices of Crumbie, 


Stonegate, York 
wkesworth, Ann Wood, Leeds, Tanner. Apr 4 at 19 at offices of 
Bond and Barwick, Albion pl, Leeds 
_ George, Liverpool, Pork Butcher. Apr 8 at 3 at offices of 
=. and Smith, Dale st, Liverpvl 
Yee: Philip Henry, Lewi-ham, Journalist. Apr 15 at 3 at offices 
of White, Lancastor pl, Strand. Morris, Lancaster pl; 


Hewson, James John, Beverley, York, Carpenter. Apr 4 at 19 at the 


Hetteroees Hotel, Beverley, Stead and Sibree, Kingston-upon- 


Hill, Henry, St Mark's rd, Kenvington, Corn Merchant. Apr 15 at 2 
~ Masons’ Hail Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghail By dA 





Hills, Henry George, Birmingham, Woollen Draper. Apr 9 at 3 at 
offices of Rowlands and Bagnail, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hodkinson, John, Tarporley, Cheshire, Plumber. Apr 9 at 2 at offices 
of Cartwright, P+ pper st, Chester 

Holcrott, John, Chester, Mining Engineer. Apr 14 at 2 at offices of 
Elis, Eastgate st, Chester 

Howe, Isaac, Liverpool, out of business. Apr 10 at 3 at offices of 
Quilliam, Church st, Liverpool 

Howe, Thomas Heslope, Lewisham, Gent. Apr 3 at 12 at the Masons” 
= Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Few, Borough 

wh et 

Holl, Benjamin, Kingswinford, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 9 at 3 at offices 
of Waldron, High st, Briery bill 

Hont, Philip, Bradford, Toy Dealer. Apr 7 at 2 at the Queen’s Hotel, 
St Martin’s-le-Grand. Broomhead and Co, Sheffield 

Jackson, Richard, Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. April 10 at 12 at offices 
of Charnley and Finch, Fox st, Preston 

Jones, Daniel, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Horse Dealer. Apr 7 at 11 at 
the White Hall Inn, Liandovery. Evans, Carmarthen 

Jones, James William, Wellington, Salop, Provision Dealer. Apr 8 at 
11 at offices of Taylor, King st, Wellington 

Apr 4 at 2 at the Queen 


Jones, Samuel Allen, Mold, Fiint, Draper. 
Hotel, Chester. Kelly and Keeve 

Lamin, George, Bestwood pk, Nottingham, Farmer. Apr 7 at 4 at 
offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Latham, Samuel, Stretford, nr Manchester, no occupation. April 8 at 
11 at offices of Leigh, brown st, Manchester 

Lewis, Daniel, Aberavon, Glamorgan, Baker. Apr 7 at 11 at the 
Castle Hotel, Neath. John, Swansea 

Lewis, William, Wardle, Cheshire, Publican. Apr i10 at 2 at_offices 
Lisle, Nantwich 

Lill, William, Lissinglea, Lincoln, Farmer. Apr 9 at 11 at offices of 
Rhodes and Sons, Marset Rasen 

Longman, Sylvanus, serwick St John, Wilts, Farmer. Apr 4 at 2 at 
the Grosvenor Arms Hotel, Shaft sbury. Rcbins, Shafiesbury 

Lowe, William, De: by, Grocer. Avrl2 at1l at the Commercial Sale 
Room, Wardwick, Derby. Moody, Derby 

Mallandain, Peter, Church ct, Old Jewry, Stationer. Apr 17 at 2 at 
offices of Kendrick and Walter, Gresham st. Musgrave, Queen 
Victoria st 

Manners, John William Saunderson, West Hartlepool, Shipowner. 
Apr 15 at 3 at offices of 3ell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Mansfield, Richard, Hanley, Innkeeper. April 4 at 11 at offices of 
Ashmail, Albion st, Hanley 

Marehallsea, Albert John, Ilminster, Somerset, Coach Builder. Aprib 
16 at 11 at offices of Paull, Ilminster 

Martin, Samuel Watts, Torre, torquay, Baker. April 16 at 12 at the 
hoes Commercial Hotel, Newton Abbot. Mackenzie and Hext, 

‘orguay 

May, James, Bury, Lancashire, Prov’sion Merchant. April9 at 3 at 
offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 

May-, David Denton, Gorleston, Suffulk, Painter. April 8 at 12 at 
offices of Blake, Hall Quay chambers, Great Yarmcuth. Palmer, 
Great Yarmouth 

McMillan, James Ash, Exeter, Draper. April 8 at 10,30 at the Castle 
Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. floud, Exeter 

Mercer, Francis, Blackburn, Broker. April 4 at 3 at offices of Holland, 
Northgate, Blackburn 

Mills, William, Radcliffe, Lancashire, Farmer. Apr, 9 at 3 at offices of 
of Robinson, Townhali sq, Bolton 

Molyneux, William, Southport, Ladies’ Outfitter. April 8 at 3 at offices 
of Welsby and Co, Lord st, Soathport 

Moore, Richard, Yedingham, York, Tailor. Apr 7 at 3 at offices of 

ift, Market place, Malion 

Morris, Jabez, Willenhall, staffurd, Builder, April 5 at 12 at offices of 
Tildesley, Walsa'l st, Willenhall 

Nelson, Henry, Stockton-on-Tees, Licensed Victualler. April 9 at > 
at offices of Bradley, High st, Stockton-on-Tees. Dodds and Co, 
Stockton 

Neville, Robert, Birmingham, Baker. Apr 4 at 3 at offices of Buller 
and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birminghan 

Noake, Al der, Woolstone, Berks, Licensed Victualler. Apr 4 at 
11 at offices of Kinneir and Tomb:, High st, Swindon 

Ogley, Charles, Barnsley, York, Fish Dealer. Apr 4 at 2 at the Queen’ 
Hotel, Regent st, Barnsiey. Alderson 

Oldfield, Wiliam Henry, Rochdale, Iunkeeper. Apr8at3 at offices 
of Faithfull, Yorkshire st, Rochdale 

Orchard, John Walrond, Liverpool, Merchant, Apr 7 at 2 at offices of 
Lyon and Reynolds, Fenwick st, Liverpool 

Overend, John, Bowdon, Cheshire, Po:tmanteau Manuufactarer. Apr 
7 at 3 at offices of Atkinson and Co, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Palmer, Alfred, Leicester, Dyer. Apr 7 at 3 at othces of Wright 
Gallowtree gate, Leices:er 





Payne, Frederick Cardinal, Lewisham, Kent, Upholsterer. Apr 8 at 
2 at offices of Reece and Fietcher, Furnival’s inn 

Poole, George, Hucclecote, Gloucester, Farmer. Apr 4 at 4 at the 
Fountain Inn, Westgate st, Gloucester. Jackson, Strou 

Potterton, Thomas, Oldham, Draper. Apr 16 at 3 at the Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral steps, Manchester. Whitworth, Maachester 


Price, Margaret, Burrington, dereford, Farmer. Apr 10 at \2 atoffices- 
of Marston, Corve st, Ludlow 

Pritchard, David, Pengam, Menmouth, Grocer. April 9 at2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, St Mary st, Cardiff. Jame:, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pugh, John Flesner, Kiradale, nr Liverpool, Grocer, Apr 4 at 3a 
offices of Lupton, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Polling, Robert, St Benet piace, Gracechureh st, Tin Plate Merchan 
Apr 18 at 3 at offices of Trengrouse, Gracecharch st 


— James, Whitchurch, Saiop, Licensed Victualler. Apr 14 at 

a bh Victoria Hotel, High st, Whitchurch, Brooke, Nantwich, 

Richardson, Adelaide, City rd, Tobacconist. Apr 3 at 3 at offices of 
Fenton, Worehip at, Finsbury 

Roberts, Jonn, Bastbourne, Sussex, Bricklayer. Apr 9 atl at offices 
of Stuff, Terminus ra, Eastbourne 


Robinson, Leonard, Naffarton, York, Farmer. 
Hote}, Great Driffleld. Foster and Son, Great 

Robson, Richard Robert, Ripon, York, Farmer, 
of Bateson and Hutchinson, Harrogate 


Apr 4 at 3 at the Keys 
Drifield 
Apr7 at 12 at office 
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Rodway Charles Giles, Cirencester, out of business. Apr 1 at 10.30 at 
Ram lop, Cirencester. Jackson 

Rook, George, Low Ackworth, nr Pontefract, Grocer. Apr4 at 3 at 
the Great Bull Hotel, Wakefield. Lister, Wakefield 

Rowe, Miles, Liverpool, Car Proprietor. Apr 8 at 12 at officesof Car- 
ruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Rowland, Samuel, Newtcwn, Cheshire, Grocer. Apr 3 at 2 at offices of 
Liraker and Hitchen, Bank chambers, Runcorn “ 
Rushin, Edward, Rothley, Leicester, Grocer. Apr 7 at,12 at the Duke 
of Devonshire Inn, Bay st, Leicester. Reece and Oo, Birmingham 
Saunders, John, Oxford st, Fishmonger. Apr 18 at 2 at offices of 
Broad and Patereon, Walbrook. Peacock and Goddard, Gray’s inn 
Scriven, John, Harpole, Northampton, Farmer. Apr 8 at 12 at offices 
of Jeffery, Newland, Northampton 

Sharp, Walter Josias, and John Shaw, Wakefield, Dyers. April 4 at 
2 at the Great Northern Railway Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. 
Franklin and Humphreys 

Sherwood, Thomas, Bradford, York, Yarn Finisher. Apr 5 at 11 at 
offices of Carter, Piece Hall yard, Bradford 

Skelton, Hugh, Tunstall, Stafford, Hay Dealer. Apr 3 at 3 at offices of 
Llewellyn and Ackrill, Piccadiily st, Tunstall 

Skipp, Danie), Brighton terrace, Peckham, Builder. Apr10at12 at 
offices of Roberts, Coleman st 

Smith, James, Bromyard, Hereford, Grocer. April 5 at 12.30 at the 
Hop Pole Hotel, Worcester. White, Leominster 

Spencer, William, Denton, Lancashire, Coal Dealer. Apr 3 at 11 at the 
Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Tremewen, Manchester 

Stallard, George Henry, and Frederick Kettlewell, Leeds, Cloth Mer- 
—_ Apr 4at2 at offices of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, 

8 


Stevenson, John, Liverpool, Draper. Apr 10 at 12 at offices of Green, 
Clayton sq, Liverpool 

Stone, Francis, Charlton, Kingsutton, Northampton, Farmer. Apr 9 at 
12.30 at the Crown Hotel, Brackley. Andrew, No:thampton 

Thomas, Richard, West Cornforth, Durham, Grocer. Apr 4at 11 at 
offices of Chambers, Sadler st 

Todd, Alfred, and Arthur Andrew, Bradford, York, Shutter Makers, 
Apr 7 at 11 at offices of Beverley, Hustlergate, Bradford 

Tolson, Elizabeth, Albert Tolson, and George Tolson, Kirkheaton, 
York, Yarn Spinners. Apr3atli at offices of Learoyd and Co, 
Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Tomlinson, Denzil, Merby, Wheelwright. April 9 at 3 at offices of Close, 
Corn Market, Derby 

Truelove, William, Withybrook, Warwick, Farmer. Apr 7 at 12 at 
cfiices of Dewes and Co, Hay !ane, Coventry 

Tucker, Louis William, Torquay, Auctioneer. Apr 14 at 11 at offices 
of Mackenzie and Hext, Flect st, Torquay 

Turner, Albert Sheldon, Burslem, Stafford, Schoolmaster, Apr 3 at 3 
at offices of Griffith, Lad lane. Newcastie-under-Lyme 

Turner, Thomas, Birmingham, Broker. Apr 4 at 3 at otDces of Fallows, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 

Upperdine, James, Mapplewell, York, Grocer. Apr 9 at 3 at offices of 
Rideal, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 

Versluys, Henry, Cardiff, Ship Chandler. Avr 8 at 3 at offices of 
Williams and Co, Albert chambers, High st, Cardiff. Ingledew and 
Co, Cardiff 

‘Watson, Thomas, Filey. York, Sheemaker. Apr 4 at 8 at offices of 
Cornwa!l and Watts. Queen st, Scarborough 

‘Wenden, Henry. Finchingfield, Essex, Butcher, Aprl0at 12 at the 
Horn Hotel, Braintree. Digby and Evans 

West, George James, Tenterden, Kent, Boot Maker. Apr 9 at 3 at 
offices of Marshall, Chancery lane 

Wheeler, Zechariah, High Wycombe, Builder. Apr 7 at 3 at the Falcon 
Hotel, High Wycombe. Cpoper, Ch incery lane, Lonion 

Whitehead, Thomas, Preston, Licensed Victualler. Apr 7 at 3 at 
offices of Forshaw and P»rker, Cannon st, Preston 

Whittam, Thomas Henry, Hindley, Lancashire, Butcher. Apr 7 at IL 
= ogg of Kenyon, Clarence chambers, Wallgate, Wigan. Bryan, 

indley 

Wilde, George, Riplingham, York, Farmer. Apr4at12 at offices of 
Shaw, Howden 

Wilkes, Charles, Tewksbury, Gloucester, Confectioner. Apr 6 at 11 at 
offices of Moores and Romney, ‘'ewkesbury 

Williams, Charles Watkir, Newtown, Montgomery, Cabinet Maker. 
Apr4atlatthe Crown Hvtel, Shrewsbury. Gittins and Taylor, 
Newtown 

Williamson, William, Kingston-upon-Hul’, Slater. April 4 at 3 at 
offices of Scott and Vooper, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull 

Wills, Jobn, Ashburton, Devon, Seed Merchant. Apr 7 at 4 atthe 
Seven Stars Hotel, Totnes. Toyn 

Wilson, Edward, Carlisle, Shoemaker. April 10 at 3 at offices of Cart- 
mel), Castle st, Carlisle 

Wilson, Harry, Bromyard, Hereford, Hotel Proprietor. Apr 7 at 12 
at offices of Corbett, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 

Withers, Henry, Hale-owen, Worcester, Licensed Victualier. Apr 3 at 
11 at offces of Simmons, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 


SCHWEITZER'’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa:t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aod Children.” 

. Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A La VaNILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Vaniila Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocolate is pro- 








hibited. 


In tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZEX & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 





PAINLESS DENTISTRY 


MR. G. H. JONES, ~ 

SURGEON DENTIST, Y 

57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, BLOOMSBURY 

(Immediately opposite the Britis Museum), 

va be ahd to ape ae new Fenn aratie ant Dost-free, which 
explains the only pertectiy painless system of ada 

TEETH (protsewed by Her Majesty's Royal Letters Patent el 


have obtained five Prize Medals, London 1862, Pai, 
1867, Philadelphia 1876, Vienna 1873, and New Yo 
1853.—Consultation daily free. 


EDE AND 50N 
ROBE 






















































BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, te 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94. CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE 


11, Lombard-street, London, E.C, 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions, 
DIRECTORS. 
CaaremMan—Ricu arp M. Harvey, Esq. 
DrEpuTy-CHAIRMAN—AUGUSTUS PREvosT, Esq, 
Henry Hulse Berens, Esq. Rt. Hon. John G, Hubbard, MP. 
Henry Bonham-Carter, Esq. Frederick H. Janson, Esq, 
Charles Wm. Curtis, Esq. G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P, 
Charles F, Devas, Esq. Beaumont W. Lubbock, Esq, 
Sir Walter R. Farquhar, Bart. John B. Martin, Esq. 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, Esq. Hy. John Norman, Esq. 
James Goodson, Esq. John G. Talbot, Esq., MP, 
Archibald Hamilton, Esq. Henry Vigne, Esq. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq., M.P. 
Manacer OF Fink DEPARTMENT—F. J. Marsden, 
AcTUARY AND SECRETARY—T,. G. C. Browne. 
Share Capital at present paid up andinvested ... £1,000,000 
Total Funds, about ... oe ia cee eee 2,894,000 
Total Annual! Income upwards of .., - pes £465,000 
N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Lady-day should be renewed 
at - Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th day of 
April. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,500,000 sterling. 
Chairman—Jamzs Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemserton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors invite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions, 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and. 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent, : 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 
FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


EEDS CORPORATION CONSOLIDATED 
FOUR PER CENT. DEBENTURE STOCK.—Applications are 
invited for investment in the above security.—Full particulars may 
obtained from Messrs, FredERICK Bansuxy & Sons, Bartholomew- 
jane, London ; or Mr. Wm. Derry, Borough Accountant, Leeda. 


a oT u 
AAR. T. BATEMAN NAPIER, CLIFFORD'S- 
INN PRIZEMAN, Winner of the Law  Society’s ONLY 
SCHOLARSHIP, and CONVEYANCING GOLD MEDALIST, - 

reads with Gentlemen for the PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, 
FINAL, and for the BAR Examinations. Private Pupils. 

Class taken separately. 

Students prepared through the post. 
1, MirreE Covat Buritpines, Kine’s Bexon Wark, TEMPLE, E.C.. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Mr. Atzeret Sr. Pavb 
(M.A. Oxun), Solicitor, prepares gentlemen for their Preliminary, 
Intermediate, and Fina] Examinations, either privately, or in class. 
Resident pupils received.—Address, 11, Staple-inn, London, 0, 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation for Pre- 
liminary, Intermediate, Final Solicitors’—London University 

Arts and Law Degrees—either by class, private lesson, or CO! ° 
ence.—H. J. Bowsn, 4, Stone-bui'dings, Lincoln’s-inn, W.0. 


GQ MALL BOYS.—A Beneficed Clergyman, having 
KS) commodious Rectory, and wishing to increasé his schocl of Fifty 
Boys, seeks two or three brothers of good birth at 21 guineas & year: 
each, Education high order. Oxford and Cambridge tutors, including 
three clergymen. Locality thoroughly healthy.—Address, HeaD- 
MasTER, care of Mr, Berry, 29, Paternoster-square, E.0, 





























